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FOREWORD
In May 1989, the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (AICPA), under the 
auspices of the Federal Tax Practice and Procedures Committee, conducted a nationwide survey 
of AICPA members who are sole practitioners and/or members of the Institute’s Tax Division 
in an effort to ascertain their views and attitudes toward the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). 
So as to be able to measure changes in these views over time, an updated version of the 1989 
survey was sent in mid-July 1995, to 3,000 of these members who were randomly selected from 
a stratified list. A follow-up mailing was sent a couple of weeks later.
The results of the 1995 survey form the basis for this report; in addition, analysis of regional 
variations for selected questions is also given and time trend information is included where 
applicable.
The survey questionnaire was designed to obtain information on the practical experience of these 
members with the IRS in order to help develop administrative and legislative recommendations 
to improve the federal tax process. In addition to gathering profile information on respondents, 
the survey focused on general attitudes toward the IRS, communications with the IRS, as well 
as experiences with audits, collections, appeals, place of examination, electronic filing, and other 
related areas.
A total of 745 completed questionnaires are included in the analysis that follows. An additional 
33 questionnaires were received subsequent to the survey cut-off date. This translates into a 
usable response rate of nearly 25 percent and a total response rate of 26 percent.
Members who responded to the survey provide a representative cross-section of the overall 
population under study, that is, Institute members who are sole practitioners and/or members 
of the Institute’s Tax Division. When respondents to the survey are compared to the overall 
population from which they come, they generally match with respect to area of employment as 
well as region of the country in which they practice. The representative nature of the 
respondents and the high response rate provide a high degree of confidence that the results 
contained in this report are within a few percentage points of what would have been obtained 
had the entire population under study been surveyed.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Profile Information
When respondents are stratified by region in which they practice, 21% are in the 
Northeast, 19% are in the Midwest, 33% are in the South, and 27% are in the West.
Respondents have been CPAs for a median of 16.8 years. 6% of the respondents reported 
that they have been a CPA for under 6 years, while, at the other extreme, 37% have been 
CPAs for over 20 years.
Consistent with the overall population being surveyed, 91% of the respondents are 
employed in public accounting, while the balance of the respondents are in industry, 
education, government and “other” areas of employment.
Nearly 3 out of every 5 public accounting respondents are in firms with 1 AICPA member, 
about 3 in 10 are with firms with 2 to 10 AICPA members, and the rest are with larger 
firms. Similarly, 93% of the respondents in public accounting said they are with local 
firms, while the others are with regional or national firms.
59% of those responding are members of the AICPA’s Tax Division, and 5% reported 
being former employees of the IRS.
Tax Practice Information
When asked what percentage of their work time over the past three years has been devoted 
to federal tax matters, half indicated that they have spent 60% or less of their time and the 
other half indicated that they have spent over 60% of their time on such matters.
Respondents were asked to indicate the number of a variety of tax-related situations they 
had handled or supervised over the past three years. This included correspondence, office, 
field and large case audits, as well as collection matters, problems resolution contacts, 
appellate level involvement, offers in compromise, installment payment agreements, and 
“nonfiler” returns. The most frequently handled or supervised situation was 
correspondence audits, with a median of 5 such situations handled or supervised by 
respondents over the past three years. On the other hand, well under half of the 
respondents have handled or supervised large case audits or appellate level in the past three 
years.
General Attitudes Toward the IRS
Over three out of every five respondents described their current attitude toward the IRS 
in general as very or moderately favorable, an improvement over the 1989 results when 
48% expressed favorable views.
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Respondents were presented with a variety of statements about the IRS and asked to 
indicate whether they agreed or disagreed with each. On balance, the responses tended to 
paint a negative picture of the IRS. For example, nearly 9 out of every 10 respondents 
agreed that “there are often delays in responses from the IRS” and three-fourths agreed “it 
is difficult to communicate with the IRS.” In addition, 7 out of every 10 respondents 
disagreed that “IRS communications are adequate,” or that “the IRS provides good 
customer service,” while about two-thirds disagree that “IRS employees are adequately 
trained,” or that “the ability of the IRS to resolve problems is adequate.” However, there 
was some improvement in these areas over the 1989 results.
Communications With the IRS
91% and 82% of the respondents have called IRS service centers and district offices, 
respectively, for assistance on tax matters, while 81% have called a problem resolution 
office for assistance. Whereas the majority rated the service they received from service 
centers and district offices as fair or poor, nearly four out of every respondents rated the 
assistance they received at problem resolution offices as excellent or good.
93% of the respondents are aware that the IRS has a toll-free line for assistance on federal 
tax matters. Usage of the general toll-free line has declined considerably since 1989 for 
both procedural matters and interpretation of laws/regulations. This may be due, in part, 
to the subsequent addition of the IRS practitioner line.
When asked to rate the toll-free line on a variety of points, responses from 1995 survey 
participants, like their 1989 counterparts, were not particularly positive. In the overall 
rating of the toll-free line, less than one-half of 1 % of the respondents indicated excellent 
and 9 percent good, while 46% indicated fair and 45% indicated poor.
In contrast to respondents’ negative views of the general toll-free line, those who have used 
the practitioner line were more positive. Over half of these individuals indicated an overall 
rating of “excellent” (11%) or “good” (44%) on the practitioner line.
Similar to the 1989 results, only 2% of the current respondents said computer generated 
notices always sufficiently explain the basis of adjustment of tax, 37% said they usually 
do, 53% said occasionally, 7% never, and 1% indicated don’t know/no opinion. When 
computer generated notices are deficient, 87% of the respondents said it was because a 
precise explanation of the issue was missing, 45% said a precise calculation of interest was 
missing, and 44% said a precise explanation of the penalties was missing.
16% of the respondents indicated that the computer generated notices received by their 
clients typically raise a completely valid issue, 67% said a partially valid issue, 14% a 
completely invalid issue, and 3% indicated don’t know/no opinion. After responding to 
a computer generated notice, 2% of the respondents said the IRS always resolves the 
matter in a timely fashion, 39% said they usually do, 49% said occasionally, 8% said 
never, and 2% indicated don’t know/no opinion. These results are a slight improvement 
over 1989.
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When asked to indicate the most common valid issues raised on computer-generated 
notices, “document matching/unreported income” was mentioned most frequently (339 
mentions), as was the case in 1989. This was followed by “incorrect estimated taxes” 
which received 236 mentions. “Errors in estimated tax payments” was the most commonly 
mentioned invalid issue raised on computer-generated notices (226 mentions), followed 
closely by “document matching/unreported income” which received 206 mentions.
Half of the respondents indicated that over 85 % of their correspondence with the IRS is 
responded to, while the other half said that 85% or less is responded to. Respondents 
indicated that, on average, it takes a median 58 days or less for the IRS to give a 
substantive response to their correspondence. By comparison, 1989 respondents said it 
took a median 66 days for them to receive such a response from the IRS.
9% of the respondents said that the IRS always sends - in a timely fashion - notices and 
written communications to the taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney 
(Form 2848) on file, 52% said they usually send the communications, 26% said 
occasionally, 3% said never, and 10% indicated don’t know/no opinion.
Audits
Respondents were asked a series of questions regarding their experience with office, field, 
and large case audits. The results show that respondents have had mixed experiences 
regarding the conduct of all three types of audits. For example, just under two-thirds of 
those responding feel IRS personnel assigned to office, field, and large case audits are 
usually competent enough to handle the case. On the other hand, when asked how often 
the IRS proposes adjustments of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the auditor has 
discovered factors unknown to the taxpayer, responses were less optimistic. About 7 out 
of every 10 respondents said that in each type of audit the IRS “occasionally” or “never” 
proposes adjustments favorable to the taxpayer under such circumstances. Not 
surprisingly, then, clients’ confidence in the fairness of the IRS is low - nearly 9 out of 
every 10 respondents indicated that their clients “occasionally” or “never” have confidence 
in the fairness of the IRS regarding office, field, and large case audits.
Respondents were also asked to rate office, field, and large case audit personnel on a 
variety of points. Unlike 1989 when large case audit personnel consistently rated higher 
than did office and field audit personnel, the 1995 results were mixed. For example, while 
a majority of respondents rated both the overall competence and overall professionalism 
of IRS office and field audit personnel as “fair” or “poor,” generally 55% rated these 
personnel as “excellent” or “good” with respect to appropriateness of preparer penalty 
assertions. In addition, the percentage of respondents rating office and field audit 
personnel as “excellent” increased over 1989 in most areas, however slightly, while the 
percentage rating large case audit personnel decreased in some areas.
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Collections
Similar to the responses provided by 1989 respondents, half of the current respondents 
reported that over 58% of their cases handled by automated collection system personnel 
are handled effectively, while half reported that over 72% of their cases handled by field 
revenue officers are handled effectively.
Half of the respondents indicated that over 69% of the contacts they receive from the IRS 
Collection Division involve issues that are valid, while half indicated that over 80% of the 
contacts they receive from field revenue officers involve issues that are valid. Moreover, 
similar to the 1989 results, when contacts from the Collection Division involve issues that 
are not valid, a higher proportion of respondents feel that field revenue officers are 
effective in helping to resolve the issue compared to automated collection system 
personnel.
Respondents were also asked to indicate the reasons that they think IRS Collection Division 
personnel are either effective or ineffective in helping to resolve issues. The most common 
reason cited for the effectiveness of both automated collection system personnel and field 
revenue officers in resolving issues was that they are willing to help/cooperate, while the 
most common reasons cited for their ineffectiveness were that they are unknowledgeable/ 
uncooperative or unreasonable/unfair/inflexible, respectively.
In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are 
valid, a slightly higher proportion of respondents feel that field revenue officers are 
effective in concluding the process compared to automated collection system personnel.
Regarding why automated collection system personnel are effective in the above situation, 
the most frequently cited reasons were that they are polite and willing to help or are 
cooperative, while the most frequently cited reasons for their ineffectiveness was that they 
are unknowledgeable/inexperienced. For field revenue officers, the most common reason 
cited for their effectiveness in concluding the process when contacts from them raised 
issues that are valid was that they are willing to help or are cooperative, while the most 
common reasons cited for their ineffectiveness in this situation was that they are 
unreasonable, unfair or inflexible.
When asked how often IRS collection personnel are consistent in applying installment 
payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations, 54% of those who had an opinion 
indicated that automated collection system personnel are always or usually consistent and 
57% indicated the same for field revenue officers. These results are a significant 
improvement over those obtained in 1989, particularly with respect to automated collection 
system personnel.
When asked to rate IRS collection personnel on a variety of points, field revenue officers 
invariably rated higher than automated collection system personnel. This is reflected in 
the overall competence ratings, where 51% of the respondents rated field revenue officers 
as excellent or good, while only 25% provided the same ratings for automated collection 
system personnel.
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Appeals
Similar to 1989 respondents, the vast majority of this year’s respondents - 90% - have 
never attempted to bypass appeals level. Among the 10% who have attempted to bypass 
appeals level, the most frequently cited reason why - mentioned by three out of five 
respondents - was that they didn’t agree with the IRS position or the IRS position was 
wrong.
By and large, those respondents who rated appeals officers on the various areas listed in 
the survey provided quite favorable ratings. In fact, in all of the areas listed well over half 
of the respondents rated appeals officers as excellent or good. In the areas of overall 
competence and overall professionalism, 84% of those who had an opinion rated appeals 
officers as excellent or good.
Interviewing Represented Taxpayers
During the mid-1980s, revenue agents in various districts insisted on interviewing 
taxpayers despite the fact that taxpayers were represented under powers of attorney. To 
rectify this situation, the Taxpayer Bill of Rights, passed in November 1988, added IRC 
Section 7521 which provides that, generally, revenue agents cannot insist on interviewing 
taxpayers who are represented by practitioners holding a valid power of attorney. 
Practitioners responding to the survey were asked several questions about their experiences 
subsequent to this change in policy; the results are similar to those obtained in 1989.
■ 36% of the respondents indicated that - subsequent to the change in policy - IRS 
agents had still insisted on interviewing taxpayers, 53% said IRS agents had not 
insisted on interviewing taxpayers, and 11% were not sure.
■ When asked why agents still insisted on the interview, the most common reason - 
cited by 51% of those who had encountered such an agent - was that it was the 
“agent’s policy or interpretation of the statute.”
■ 18% of the respondents indicated that - since the new policy has been instituted - an 
IRS agent has implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject the taxpayer to 
adverse consequences, 64% indicated that this has not been the case, and 18% were 
not sure. The consequence most frequently cited - by 75% of those who had 
encountered such a situation - was more stringent request for documentation.
■ Only 7% of the respondents indicated that since the new policy has been instituted, 
an IRS agent has implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject them to adverse 
consequences, 82% indicated that this has not been the case, and 16% were not sure. 
The consequence most frequently cited - by 58% of those who had encountered such 
an agent - was preparer penalties.
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Place of Examination
Just under three-fourths of respondents have ever asked an agent to conduct an examination 
at a place other than the taxpayer’s residence or place of business. Among these 
respondents, three out of ten said that the agent agreed with the request in 76% to 99% of 
the cases, while nearly half said that the agent agreed in every case.
Among the respondents who said the agent did not allow a change in place of examination 
(26 percent), nearly four out of ten (38 percent) said the reason for such was “convenience 
of the agent,” while three out of ten cited “district policy.” Equal proportions of 
respondents (25 percent) said the reason for denial of change in the place of examination 
was “group manager/branch chief policy” or “agent’s policy;” ten percent were denied for 
other reasons.
Electronic Filing
Nearly four out of every five survey respondents (78 percent) said they had never filed 
electronic returns with the IRS and they provided a variety of reasons for such. “Cost for 
programs/not cost effective/only benefits IRS” topped the list, cited by 21 percent of 
respondents, followed closely by “no demand/clients won’t pay extra for it/no benefit to 
client” (19 percent).
When respondents who had previously filed electronically were asked how many returns 
they filed in this manner during the 1995 filing season, the median response was 24 
returns. Further, when asked whether they plan to file electronically during die 1996 filing 
season, 72 percent of previous electronic filers said “yes” and 28 percent said “no.” 
Practitioners who had previously filed electronic returns but do not plan to do so during 
the 1996 filing season most frequently indicated “not worth the cost” as their reason for 
such, while others feel that electronic filing is “too complicated,” “too much of a hassle,” 
or that it does not speed up the refund process.
Respondents who had filed returns electronically were asked whether or not they had filed 
in this manner in each of the five seasons preceding the 1995 filing season, and if so, how 
many returns they filed electronically. The proportion of practitioners filing electronically 
has increased substantially from 1990 (21 percent) to 1994 (75 percent). However, the 
median number of returns filed during this period ranged only from 14 to 20.
Practitioners who had filed electronic returns in prior seasons but then stopped were asked 
their reasons for such. Once again, the extra costs (software, increased preparation fees) 
of electronic filing are the primary deterrent to practitioners, in addition to the belief that 
the process is too time-consuming and does not speed up their clients’ refunds.
All survey respondents (whether or not they had ever filed electronically) were asked to 
indicate what changes or suggestions they have to increase participation in electronic filing 
among practitioners. Most frequently mentioned was a need to simplify or streamline the 
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electronic filing process and also pointed out that the IRS needs to eliminate existing 
“bugs” in the system. Quite a few respondents also suggested that there should be 
incentives both for the taxpayer, perhaps in the form of a tax credit or rebate, and for 
practitioners (e.g., reimbursement of added costs for electronic filing, additional filing 
time).
Other Information
In the final survey question, respondents were asked to provide any comments they had 
concerning their attitudes and opinions toward the IRS.
The comments received were mixed. Quite a few respondents are of the opinion that the 
there has been noticeable improvement in the attitude and service of IRS personnel over 
the past five or so years. Further, several respondents indicated that their experiences with 
the IRS have been generally good, often citing specific IRS offices that provided timely 
responses to their inquiries and relatively prompt resolution of issues.
However, there were many negative comments, which, in fact, far outnumbered the 
positive comments. Respondents most frequently expressed their belief that the attitude, 
competence, and service orientation of IRS personnel is in need of improvement. Toward 
this end, most respondents expounded upon various points addressed earlier in the survey, 
often citing negative experiences with IRS personnel. Similarly, many survey participants 
said that the IRS generally provides poor service, citing examples such as unanswered 
correspondence and what they consider to be often unreasonable and unnecessary delays 
in trying to resolve issues. Respondents also frequently expressed their frustration with 
what they perceive as the IRS’s automatic presumption of taxpayers’ guilt (i.e., that 
taxpayers deliberately make mistakes and try to circumvent the law), while several feel that 
the IRS is focused only on raising revenues, citing aggressive imposition of penalties and 
“Gestapo-like” tactics of collection.
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PROFILE INFORMATION
Professional Characteristics
The survey included several questions concerning respondents’ professional background, yielding 
the following profile of respondents (Table 1).
• Twenty one percent of responding members indicated that they predominantly practice 
in the Northeast, 19 percent practice in the Midwest, 33 practice in the South, and 27 
percent practice in the West.
• The solid majority of respondents are employed in public accounting and identified 
themselves as either sole practitioners (56 percent) or partners/shareholders/staff (35 
percent). The balance of respondents includes seven percent industry, and just over two 
percent in other areas including education and government.
• Nearly eight out of ten respondents (78 percent) have been CPAs for more than 10 
years, with a median of 16.8 years.
• Among public accounting respondents, 93 percent are with local firms and 7 percent are 
with regional or national firms. Consistent with this, nearly nine out of ten respondents 
are from firms with one AICPA member (59 percent) or two to ten AICPA members 
(29 percent).
• Fifty nine percent of survey respondents are members of the Tax Division and five 
percent report being former employees of the IRS.
As can also be seen in Table 1, the professional characteristics of the 1995 survey respondents 
nearly mirror those of the 1989 survey participants.
-12-
TABLE 1
PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Region 1995 1989
Northeast 21 19
Midwest 19 21
South 33 37
West 27 23
Primary Area of Employment
Sole Practitioner 56 59
Partner/Shareholder/Staff 35 31
Industry 7 7
Education * 1
Government * *
Other 2 2
Years as a CPA
Under 6 years 6 13
6 but under 11 years 16 21
11 but under 21 years 41 37
21 years or more 37 29
Median Years 16.8 15
Type of Firm (Public Accounting)
Local Firm 93 94
Regional or National Firm 7 6
Firm Size (Public Accounting)
1 AICPA Member 59 59
2-10 AICPA Members 29 29
11-100 AICPA Members 9 8
Over 100 AICPA Members 3 4
AICPA Tax Division Member
Yes 59 57
No 41 43
Former Employee of the IRS
Yes 5 7
No 95 93
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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Tax Practice Information
The survey also included a couple of questions to gauge the tax practice experience of 
respondents (Table 2).
• The amount of work time respondents devoted over the past three years to federal tax 
matters such as tax return preparation, tax planning, and representation before the IRS, 
varied. For example, six percent said they devoted less than 20 percent of their time 
to such matters over the past three years, while 21 percent said they spent 80 percent 
or more of their time in this area. The median percentage of work time respondents 
devote to federal tax matters is 60 percent, which is nearly the same as that given by 
1989 survey participants (59 percent).
• Respondents were also presented with a list of various tax-related situations and asked 
to indicate the number of each that they had handled or supervised over the past three 
years. As can be seen in Table 2, “correspondence audits” are the most common, with 
77 percent of respondents indicating such involvement at least once over the past three 
years, with the median number of situations being 5. In contrast, well under half of the 
respondents have handled or supervised large case audits or were involved at the 
appellate level in the past three years.
Once again, the 1995 survey respondents are nearly identical to 1989 respondents with respect 
to their tax practice experience. 1995 respondents are slightly less likely than were 1989 
respondents to have handled or supervised each of the tax related situations. For example, 75 
percent of respondents indicated such involvement with respect to office audits, whereas 81 
percent of 1989 respondents indicated such.
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TABLE 2
TAX PRACTICE INFORMATION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Time Spent on 
Federal Tax Matters 1995 1989
Under 20% 6 6
20% to 49% 29 30
50% to 79% 44 43
80% or more 21 21
Median 60 59
* Less than 0.5 percent.
- Not asked.
Type of Situation Number of Situations Median #
Handled or Supervised None 1-2 3-5 6-9 10-19 20-39 >39 Handled
Correspondence Audits 
1995 23 14 15 5 18 15 10 5
1989 18 14 17 7 18 16 10 6
Office Audits
1995 27 32 22 6 11 2 * 2
1989 19 24 24 10 17 5 1 3
Collection Matters
1995 __ __ __
1989 25 21 20 5 13 10 6 3
Field Audits
1995 33 34 20 5 6 2 * 2
1989 26 33 22 7 9 3 * 2
Problems Resolution 
1995 33 25 20 5 11 4 2 1
1989 26 25 23 6 12 6 2 2
Large Case Audits 
1995 85 13 2 * * * * 0
1989 82 14 3 * 1 * * 0
Appellate Level 
1995 71 23 4 1 1 * * 0
1989 65 25 8 1 1 * * 0
Offers in Compromise 
1995 56 33 9 1 1 * * 0
1989 — — — — — — — —
Installment Agreements 
1995 40 22 19 4 10 4 1 1
1989 — — — — — — — —
“Nonfiler” Returns 
1995 55 22 16 2 4 1 * 0
1989 —— — — — — — — ——
Other Collection Matters 
1995 42 14 17 4 12 7 4 2
1989 -- -- — -- — -- -- --
-15-

GENERAL ATTITUDES TOWARD THE IRS
Current and Past Attitudes Toward the IRS
Respondents were next asked to describe their general attitude toward the IRS both currently and 
three years ago (Table 3).
• Three out of five members have a “very favorable” (six percent) or “moderately 
favorable” (55 percent) attitude toward the IRS currently, while 28 percent and 11 
percent, respectively, express a “moderately unfavorable” or “very unfavorable” attitude 
toward the IRS.
• A comparison of these results with those given by 1989 respondents reveals an 
increasingly favorable overall attitude -albeit only slightly- toward the IRS among tax 
practitioners.
CURRENT AND PAST ATTITUDES TOWARD THE IRS 
(Percentage Distributions)
TABLE 3
Very
Favorable
Moderately 
Favorable
Moderately 
Unfavorable
Very 
Unfavorable
Current Attitude
1995 6 55 28 11
1989 4 44 37 15
Attitude 3 Years Ago
1995 4 49 37 10
1989 3 45 38 14
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Agreement or Disagreement with Statements Regarding the IRS
When asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with statements about the IRS, 
respondents generally tended to agree with the negative statements and disagree with the positive 
statements, thus reflecting an overall negative opinion of the IRS (Table 4). For example:
• Generally seven out of ten members disagree with the statements that “IRS 
communication efforts are adequate” or that “the IRS provides good customer service,” 
while about two-thirds disagree that “IRS employees are adequately trained” or that “the 
ability of the IRS to resolve problems is adequate.”
• Nearly nine out of every ten respondents agree with the statement that “there are often 
delays in responses from the IRS” and three-fourths agree that “it is difficult to 
communicate with the IRS.” Further, 72 percent and 62 percent, respectively, feel that 
“the IRS assumes taxpayers are guilty” and that “the IRS is unreasonably bent on 
collection. ”
• On a more positive note, two-thirds of members responding to the survey agree with the 
statements that “IRS employees are consistently courteous” and that “the IRS keeps 
clients’ tax return information confidential,” while 54 percent agree that “IRS employees 
are reasonable/fair.” Further, 49 percent agree that “the IRS maintains the highest 
standards of integrity.”
• A comparison of these results to those obtained in 1989 reveals some improvement in 
respondents’ views of the IRS. When compared to 1989, greater proportions of 1995 
respondents tended to agree either strongly or moderately with the following statements 
about the IRS: “the IRS is responsive to my needs” (44 percent versus 33 percent); “IRS 
communications are adequate” (28 percent versus 17 percent); “the ability of the IRS to 
resolve problems is adequate” (35 percent versus 20 percent); “the overall ability of IRS 
employees is adequate” (42 percent versus 32 percent); and “IRS employees are 
adequately trained” (32 percent versus 20 percent).
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TABLE 4
AGREEMENT OR DISAGREEMENT 
WITH STATEMENTS REGARDING THE IRS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Strongly 
Agree
Moderately 
Agree
Moderately 
Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
There are often delays in responses from 
the IRS
1995 50 38 8 2 2
1989 59 31 7 2 1
The IRS assumes taxpayers are guilty
1995 36 36 21 3 4
1989 34 39 20 4 3
It is difficult to communicate with the IRS
1995 33 42 19 5 1
1989 43 37 15 5 *
My understanding of the IRS is adequate
1995 22 64 12 1 1
1989 25 61 12 1 1
The IRS keeps clients’ tax return 
information confidential
1995 31 38 8 2 21
1989 -- — — -- —
The IRS is unreasonably bent on collection
1995 22 40 31 3 4
1989 23 42 27 4 4
IRS staff have no authority to resolve problems
1995 13 45 33 4 5
1989 16 47 28 3 6
IRS employees are consistently courteous
1995 9 58 26 5 2
1989 — — -- — —
IRS employees are often rude
1995 8 20 46 24 2
1989 5 22 46 25 2
The IRS maintains the highest
standards of integrity
1995 7 42 27 8 16
1989 — — — — --
IRS employees are reasonable/fair
1995 3 51 34 11 1
1989 2 48 36 12 2
The IRS is responsive to my needs
1995 3 41 39 16 1
1989 1 32 43 22 1
IRS communication efforts are adequate
1995 3 25 40 31 1
1989 1 16 41 42 *
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TABLE 4 (CONT’D.)
Strongly 
Agree
Moderately 
Agree
Moderately 
Disagree
Strongly 
Disagree
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
The ability of the IRS to resolve problems 
is adequate
1995 2 33 39 25 1
1989 1 19 44 35 1
The IRS conducts business in the best 
interests of people within the limits 
of the tax law
1995 2 32 45 17 4
1989 — —— — —
The IRS provides good customer service 
1995 2 27 45 24 2
1989 — -- -- -- —
The overall ability of IRS employees is 
adequate
1995 1 41 40 16 2
1989 1 31 46 21 2
IRS employees are adequately trained 
1995 1 31 41 25 2
1989 1 19 39 39 2
* Less than 0.5 percent.
- Not asked.
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COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE IRS
Use of IRS Service Centers, District Offices, and Problem Resolution Offices
The survey also sought to ascertain respondents’ use of, and experiences with, IRS service 
centers, district offices, and problem resolution offices.
• As can be seen in Table 5, the solid majority of respondents have called an IRS service 
center (91 percent), district office (82 percent), or an IRS problem resolution office (81 
percent) for assistance on tax matters. These figures are up slightly from those obtained 
in 1989.
• Respondents’ ratings of the assistance they received at these offices varied, however. 
Most rated the assistance they received at a service center as either “fair” (39 percent) 
or “poor” (34 percent). Somewhat similar sentiments were expressed with respect to 
experience at district offices: 40 percent rated the service “fair” and 16 percent rated it 
“poor.” Practitioners’ experiences with IRS problem resolution offices, on the other 
hand, are more favorable with 31 percent rating their experience as “excellent” and 46 
percent rating it as “good.”
TABLE 5
USE OF IRS SERVICE CENTERS, DISTRICT OFFICES 
AND PROBLEM RESOLUTION OFFICES 
(Percentage Distributions)
Ever 
Called
Yes No
Service Center
1995 91 9
1989 87 13
District Office
1995 82 18
1989 80 20
Problem Resolution Office
1995 81 19
1989 — —
Rating of Assistance Provided
Excellent Good Fair Poor
No 
Opinion
4 23 39 34 *
-- -- -- -- —
7 37 40 16 *
-- — -- — --
31 46 16 7 *
* Less than 0.5 percent.
— Not asked.
-24-
Awareness and Usage of General 
Toll-Free and Practitioner Lines
Respondents were also asked about their use of, and experiences with, the IRS general toll-free 
and practitioner lines (Table 6). [It should be noted that the survey questionnaire incorrectly 
referenced the practitioner line as a toll-free line, which it is not. Thus, these results should be 
viewed with caution.]
• Ninety three percent of survey respondents are aware of the IRS general toll-free line and 
73 percent are aware of the IRS practitioner line. Among those aware, 53 percent have 
used the general toll-free line, and 33 percent have used the practitioner line.
• Practitioners’ usage of the general toll-free line has decreased since 1989, particularly 
with respect to assistance on procedural matters: 71 percent of 1989 respondents used the 
general toll-free line for such, as compared to 53 percent of those responding to the 1995 
survey. This, however may be due to the subsequent introduction of the practitioner 
line.
• The practitioner line is generally used by respondents more for procedural matters than 
for interpretation of laws/regulations. For instance, 42 percent have used the practitioner 
line for the former as compared to only 17 percent who have used it for the latter.
-25-
TABLE 6
AWARENESS AND USE OF IRS GENERAL TOLL-FREE 
AND PRACTITIONER LINES 
(Percentage Distributions)
Awareness of:
IRS General Toll-Free Line 
1995 
1989
IRS Practitioner Line 
1995 
1989
Ever Used:
IRS General Toll-Free Line 
1995
1989
IRS Practitioner Line
1995
1989
Yes No
93 7
92 8
73 27
47
67
Interpretation of Laws/Regs
1995 80 9 3 4 4
1989 65 17 7 4 8
Usage of: Number of Times Used in Average Tax Season®
None One Two 3-4 >4
General Toll-Free Line for:
Procedural Matters
1995 47 12 12 9 20
1989 29 22 17 15 17
Practitioner Line for: 
Procedural Matters 
1995 
1989
Interpretation of Laws/Regs 
1995 
1989
58 11 10 7 14
-- — — — —
83 6 6 2 3
(1) Among respondents who are aware of the general toll-free and/or practitioner lines. 
- Not asked.
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Rating of IRS General Toll-Free Line
Respondents who have used the IRS general toll-free line (53 percent) were asked to rate it on 
various points (Table 7).
• By and large, the ratings offered by 1995 respondents, like the ratings of those who 
participated in the 1989 survey, were not particularly positive. In terms of the overall 
rating of the general toll-free line, less than one half of one percent of the respondents 
indicated “excellent” and only nine percent rated it “good,” while 46 percent and 45 
percent, respectively, rated it “fair” or “poor.”
• For ten out of the twelve aspects listed, at least four out of every five respondents 
indicated a “fair” or “poor” rating. The two exceptions to this were “accuracy of 
general information given” for which one percent of respondents gave an “excellent” 
rating and 30 percent gave a “good” rating, and “cooperation of personnel” which 
received ratings of “excellent” or “good” from three percent and 41 percent of 
respondents, respectively.
• There was, however, general overall improvement -albeit only slight- in the 1995 results 
over those obtained in 1989. Most notable was in the area of “accuracy of general 
information given”: 30 percent rated it “good” in 1995, as compared to 22 percent who 
gave this rating in 1989.
Variations in Rating of IRS Toll-Free Line
As can be seen in Table 28 in Appendix B, stratifying responses by the various IRS regions 
reveals little variation in respondents’ ratings of the IRS general toll-free line, except that:
• Respondents from the Southeast and Western regions are more likely than those from the 
Northeast and Midstates regions to rate the general toll-free line as “poor” in terms of 
“ease of getting through to someone.”
• Practitioners from the Southeast region are more apt to rate the general line as “fair” or 
“poor” with respect to “accuracy of general information given. They are also more 
likely to rate the line as “poor” in terms of “cooperation of personnel.”
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TABLE 7
RATING OF IRS GENERAL TOLL-FREE LINE 
(Percentage Distributions)
No
Excellent Good Fair Poor Opinion
Ease of getting through to someone 
1995 1 5 17 77 *
1989 1 13 26 52 8
Ease of finding the right person 
1995 * 5 32 63 *
1989 ♦ 5 25 61 9
Timeliness of response to questions 
1995 1 17 42 39 1
1989 1 13 40 34 12
Accuracy of technical infor. given 
1995 * 15 45 29 11
1989 1 7 39 33 20
Accuracy of general infor. given 
1995 1 30 49 16 4
1989 1 22 47 16 14
Cooperation of personnel 
1995 3 41 41 15 *
1989 4 36 43 8 9
Ability of personnel to understand the 
problem
1995 1 19 49 31 ♦
1989 * 14 46 31 9
Accounting skills of personnel 
1995 * 7 28 41 24
1989 * 5 33 38 24
Personnel’s understanding of the law 
1995 * 12 50 29 9
1989 * 8 45 31 16
Consistency in response from one IRS 
employee to another 
1995 1 12 32 38 17
1989 * 4 32 41 23
Willingness to act in the taxpayer’s 
best interest
1995 1 11 43 40 5
1989 * 9 35 40 16
Overall rating of toll-free line 
1995 * 9 46 45 ♦
1989 1 7 42 39 11
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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Rating of IRS Practitioner Line
In contrast to the generally negative ratings provided by respondents who have used the IRS 
general toll-free line, respondents who have used the practitioner line (33 percent) expressed a 
more positive view of this service (Table 8).
• Over half of the members responding to the survey indicated an overall rating of the 
practitioner line of “excellent” (11 percent) or “good” (44 percent), as compared to 30 
percent and 11 percent, respectively, who rated it “fair” or “poor.”
• The practitioner line received the highest ratings in terms of “cooperation of personnel” 
for which nearly three-fourths of respondents rated this aspect either “excellent” (21 
percent) or “good” (52 percent). This was followed by “ability of personnel to 
understand the problem” (15 percent “excellent” and 48 percent “good”) and “accuracy 
of general information given” (11 percent “excellent” and 52 percent “good”). By 
comparison, more than half of the respondents rated the practitioner line as either 
“fair” (38 percent) or “poor” (16 percent) with respect to “willingness to act in the 
taxpayer’s best interest.”
Variations in Rating of IRS Practitioner Line
When responses are grouped by IRS region (Table 29 in Appendix B), some variations in ratings 
of the IRS practitioner line are revealed, as noted below:
• Respondents from the Northeast and Southeast regions are more likely than those from 
the Midstates and Western regions to rate the IRS Practitioner line as “excellent” with 
regard to “ease of getting through to someone.”
• Practitioners in the Midstates region have a greater tendency than those in other regions 
to rate the practitioner line as “fair” or “poor” with regard to “ease of finding the right 
person.” They are also least likely, relatively speaking, to rate the line as “excellent” 
in terms of “timeliness of response to questions.”
• Respondents in the Midstates and Western regions are more apt to give the practitioner 
line favorable ratings (“excellent” or “good”) in terms of “accuracy of technical 
information given. ” By comparison, respondents from the Northeast region are a bit 
more apt to rate the IRS practitioner line as “excellent” with regard to “accuracy of 
general information given. ”
• Members from the Western region are more likely than those in other regions to rate 
the practitioner line as “excellent” or “good” with respect to “ability of personnel to 
understand the problem.”
• Practitioners in the Midstates region are more apt to rate the practitioner line as “fair” 
or “poor” in regard to “personnel’s understanding of the law.” They are also more apt 
to than those in other regions to give similar ratings with respect to “willingness to act 
in the taxpayer’s best interest” and in their overall rating of the toll-free line.
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TABLE 8
RATING OF IRS PRACTITIONER LINE 
(Percentage Distributions)
Excellent Good Fair Poor
No 
Opinion
Ease of getting through to someone 10 39 30 18 3
Ease of finding the right person 11 39 33 14 3
Timeliness of response to questions 12 43 30 10 5
Accuracy of technical infor. given 9 41 28 6 16
Accuracy of general infor. given 11 52 25 5 7
Cooperation of personnel 21 52 19 4 4
Ability of personnel to understand the 
problem 15 48 26 7 4
Accounting skills of personnel 5 23 34 11 27
Personnel’s understanding of the law 7 39 34 7 13
Consistency in response from one IRS 
employee to another 6 31 30 10 23
Willingness to act in the taxpayer’s 
best interest 6 31 38 16 9
Overall rating of practitioner line 11 44 30 11 4
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Computer-Generated Notices
Respondents were presented with a series of questions regarding computer-generated notices 
(Table 9).
Explanation of Basis of Adjustment
• Similar to the responses provided by 1989 survey participants, the majority of 1995 
participants (53 percent) feel that computer-generated notices only “occasionally” 
sufficiently explain the basis of the adjustment, while 37 percent indicated “usually” in 
response to this question and two percent said “always.” In terms of deficiencies in 
these notices, respondents most frequently noted (87 percent) that a “precise explanation 
of the issue” is missing. More than two out of every five respondents cited a lack of 
a “precise calculation of interest” (45 percent) or lack of a “precise calculation of 
penalties” (44 percent). These deficiencies are nearly the same as those cited by 1989 
respondents; however, the 1995 results show a slight decrease in the percentage of 
respondents citing notices lacking a precise calculation of interest or penalties.
Variations in Explanation of Basis of Adjustment
When responses are stratified by region, a few differences in the explanation of the basis of 
adjustment are revealed (Table 30 in Appendix B):
• Practitioners in the Southeast region have a greater tendency than those in other regions 
to say that computer-generated notices either only “occasionally” or “never” sufficiently 
explain the basis of the adjustment of tax, penalties, or interest. In addition, 
respondents in the Western region are least likely, relatively speaking, to say that, in 
the case of computer-generated notices that are deficient, a “precise calculation of 
interest” is missing.
Validity of Issues Raised
• Two-thirds of practitioners feel that the computer-generated notices their clients receive 
“typically raise a partially valid issue”, while 16 percent and 14 percent, respectively 
said that the notices typically raise a “completely valid” or “completely invalid” issue. 
These results nearly mirror the 1989 results.
• When asked to indicate the most common issues raised on valid computer-generated 
notices, “document matching/unreported income” was mentioned most frequently (339 
mentions), as was the case in 1989. This was followed by “incorrect estimated taxes” 
which received 236 mentions.
• “Errors in estimated tax payments” was the most commonly mentioned issue raised on 
invalid computer-generated notices (226 mentions), followed closely by “document 
matching/unreported income” which received 206 mentions.
Variations in Validity of Issues Raised
Some variations in the validity of issues raised are revealed when responses are grouped 
according to region (Table 30 in Appendix B):
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• Practitioners in the Northeast are more likely than those in other regions to cite “late 
or no filing,” “late payments,” and “calculation errors” as common issues raised on 
valid computer-generated notices.
• Respondents in the Midstates region are least likely to cite “late or missing payroll tax 
deposits” as a common issue raised on valid computer-generated notices, while 
Southeast practitioners are least likely to cite “form 1098 matching issues.”
• Respondents in the Southeast, as well as the West, cite “penalties and/or interest” as a 
common issue raised on valid notices more often than do their counterparts in the 
Northeast and Midstates regions.
• Practitioners in the Northeast and Western regions are more likely than those in the 
Southeast and Western regions to say that “underpayment of tax” is a common issue 
raised on valid computer notices.
• Northeast respondents are more apt than those in other regions to cite “late filing/lost 
return” as a common issue raised on invalid notices
• Respondents in the Southeast are least likely to say that “document matching/unreported 
income” and “calculation errors” are common issues raised on invalid computer­
generated notices, but are most likely to cite “late or missing payroll tax deposits.”
• Practitioners in the Western region are more apt to cite “disallowed deductions,” 
“missing/incomplete/incorrect forms,” “form 1098 matching issues,” and “earned 
income credit” as common issues raised on invalid notices.
• Both Southeast and Western respondents have a greater tendency than their counterparts 
in the Northeast and Midstates regions to say that “penalties and/or interest” is a 
common issue raised on invalid computer-generated notices.
Resolution of Issues
• When asked how often the IRS resolves their responses to an issue raised by a 
computer-generated notice, 49 percent of respondents indicated “occasionally,” 39 
percent said “usually,” eight percent said “never,” and 2 percent said “always.” The 
timeliness with which the IRS resolves issues after receiving practitioner responses has 
improved notably over 1989 when 27 percent of respondents indicated “usually” versus 
the 39 percent who gave this answer in 1995.
• As can be seen in Table 30 in Appendix B, the above patterns generally held across 
regions.
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TABLE 9
COMPUTER GENERATED NOTICES 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: How often do the current computer generated notices sufficiently explain the basis of the adjustment 
of tax, penalties, or interest?
1995 1989
Always 2 2
Usually 37 33
Occasionally 53 53
Never 7 10
Don’t know/no opinion 1 2
Q: If computer generated notices are deficient, what information is missing? 1
1995 1989
Precise explanation of the issue 87 85
Precise explanation of penalties 44 49
Precise calculation of interest 45 53
Taxpayer identifying information 1 1
Other 8 9
Q: Please check below the statement that, on balance, best describes the computer generated notices 
your clients receive from the IRS:
1995________ 1989
The notice typically raises a completely valid issue
The notice typically raises a partially valid issue
The notice typically raises a completely invalid issue 
Don’t know/no opinion
16 17
67 64
14 13
3 6
Q: After receiving your response to a computer generated notice, how often does the IRS resolve the 
issue on a timely basis?
Always
Usually
Occasionally
Never
Don’t Know/No Opinion
1995 1989
2 1
39 27
49 58
8 12
2 2
1) Respondents were asked to check all that apply. 
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TABLE 9 (CONT’D.)
Q: What are the most common issues raised on valid computer generated notices?
Number of Mentions 
1995 1989
Document matching/unreported income 339 445
Incorrect estimated taxes 236 158
Late or no filing 100 131
Late or missing payroll tax deposits 86 161
Late payments 85 103
Missing, incomplete, or incorrect forms 85 124
Penalties and/or interest 69 157
Underpayment of tax 54 122
Calculation errors 45 120
Form 1098 matching issues 11 N/A
Credits N/A 48
Other 80 85
Q: What are the most common issues raised on invalid computer generated notices?
Number of Mentions 
1995 1989
Errors in estimated tax payments 226 219
Document matching/unreported income 206 360
Late filing/lost return 98 134
Disallowed deductions 81 N/A
Missing, incomplete, or incorrect forms 77 135
Late or missing payroll tax deposits 58 136
OBRA ‘93 deferred payment installment issues 58 N/A
Calculation errors 38 43
Penalties and/or interest 35 83
Form 1098 matching issues 24 N/A
Earned income credit 13 N/A
Other 43 283
N/A Not applicable.
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Correspondence with the IRS
The survey also included a few questions regarding practitioners’ correspondence with the IRS 
(Table 10).
• Practitioners responding to the survey gave the IRS high marks in terms of responding 
to their correspondence. Nearly one-fourth said that the IRS responds to 100 percent 
of their correspondence, while more than one-third said the IRS responds to 80 to 99 
percent of their written inquiries. The median proportion of their correspondence to 
which respondents said the IRS replies is 85 percent, up five percentage points from 
1989.
• The median number of days that respondents indicated it takes the IRS to respond to 
their correspondence is 58 days. This represents an improvement over 1989 when 
respondents indicated that it took a median of 66 days for them to receive a substantive 
response from the IRS.
• When asked how often the IRS sends -in a timely fashion- notices and written 
communications to the taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney 
(Form 2848) on file, 52 percent said “usually,” 26 percent said “occasionally,” while 
nine percent and three percent, respectively, said “always” or “never.” Again, these 
findings represent a slight improvement over the results obtained in 1989.
Variations in Correspondence with the IRS
Stratifying responses by IRS regions (Table 31 in Appendix B) reveals that:
• The median number of days it takes for respondents to receive a substantive response 
from the IRS is somewhat higher for those in the Western region as compared to other 
regions.
• Practitioners in the Southeast and Western regions are more apt than their Northeast 
and Midstates counterparts to say that the IRS “occasionally” or “never” sends -in a 
timely fashion- notices and written communications to the taxpayers’ representative 
when there is a Power of Attorney (Form 2848) on file.
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TABLE 10
CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE IRS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: To approximately what percentage of your correspondence does the IRS respond?
1995 1989
Under 40% 10 15
40% to 59% 15 18
60% to 79% 16 17
80% to 99% 35 32
100% 24 18
Median Percent 85 80
Q: Of that correspondence that is responded to, what is the approximate average number of days from 
the date of your correspondence to the date you receive a substantive response from the IRS?
1995 1989
Under 30 days 8 7
30 to 59 days 43 37
60 to 89 days 34 31
Over 89 days 15 25
Median # of days 58 66
Q: How often does the Internal Revenue Service send - in a timely fashion - notices and written 
communications to the taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney (Form 2848) on 
file?
1995 1989
Always 9 8
Usually 52 48
Occasionally 26 28
Never 3 4
Don’t Know/No Opinion 10 13
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AUDITS
Experience with IRS Office, Field, and Large Case Audits
Respondents were next asked a series of questions regarding their experience with three kinds 
of audits -office, field, and large case audits (Table 11). High proportions of respondents 
indicated “Don’t Know/No Opinion” with respect to large case audits, suggesting that many 
have not had experience with such audits.
• Nearly equal proportions of respondents who had an opinion in the matter feel that 
office audits (62 percent), field audits (65 percent), and large case audits (62 percent) 
are “usually” handled by IRS personnel who are competent enough to handle the case.
• A majority of respondents (57 percent) indicated that office audits are “usually” 
completed in an efficient manner. The corresponding percentages for field audits and 
large case audits are 44 percent and 36 percent, respectively.
• Over half of the respondents feel that IRS internal review procedures (prior to the 
issuance of a “Report of Examination of Changes”) “always” or “usually” appear 
efficient in resolving differences concerning the validity of issues with respect to office 
audits (54 percent) and field audits (51 percent). The corresponding percentage for 
large case audits is 43 percent.
• When asked how often they are able to speak with or otherwise contact the examiner’s 
supervisor when the examiner is not concluding the examination in a competent or 
effective manner, about two-thirds of respondents who had an opinion in the matter 
indicated “always” or “usually” for all three types of audits. In addition, two-thirds 
generally indicated that when they had contact with the examiner’s supervisor with 
regard to office and field audits, the supervisor “always” or “usually” acted in an 
appropriate manner, while 59 percent responded this way with respect to large case 
audits.
• Most practitioners responding to the survey also feel that “Reports of Examination 
Charges” relevant to office audits (58 percent), field audits (64 percent), and large case 
audits (67 percent) are “always” or “usually” sufficiently detailed (i.e., the reports 
contain adequate authoritative reference to the Code, regulations, etc.) to allow the 
taxpayer or taxpayer’s representative to evaluate the appropriateness of the 
adjustment(s).
• Reminded that the Mission Statement of the IRS states, in part, that the IRS is to 
“collect the proper amount of tax...” with “the highest degree of public confidence in 
our [IRS] fairness,” respondents were then queried in this regard. About seven out of 
ten respondents indicated “occasionally” or “never” when asked how often, for each 
type of audit, the IRS proposes adjustments of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the 
auditor has discovered factors unknown to the taxpayer. In addition, respondents seem 
to indicate that their clients have a cynical view of the IRS: about half indicated that 
their clients “never” have confidence in the fairness of IRS with regard to office audits 
(49 percent), field audits (49 percent), and large case audits (52 percent).
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• Regarding whether or not tax auditors advise taxpayers of their rights, 68 percent of 
those who knew said that taxpayers are “always” or “usually” advised of their rights 
in office audits and field audits, while 63 percent responded as such with respect to 
large case audits.
As can be seen in Table 25 in Appendix A, there is generally only slight improvement in these 
results versus those obtained in 1989. In other words, somewhat higher proportions of 1995 
respondents indicated “always” in response to most of the statements listed on the survey 
questionnaire than did 1989 respondents.
Variations in Experience with IRS Office, Field, and Large Case Audits
Grouping responses by IRS region (Table 32 in Appendix B) reveals a few variations in 
practitioners’ experiences with IRS office, field, and large case audits:
• Respondents from the Western region are somewhat more likely than those in other 
regions to say that office audits are “occasionally” or “never” completed efficiently. 
In contrast, they are more apt than others to say that large case audits are “always” or 
“usually” completed in an efficient manner.
• Practitioners in the Northeast and Southeast regions are somewhat more apt than those 
in the Midstates and Western regions to say that, the case of office audits, IRS internal 
review procedures -prior to issuance of a “Report of Examination Charges”- “always” 
or “usually” appear efficient in resolving differences concerning the validity of issues. 
By comparison, those in the Southeast region are least likely to respond this way with 
respect to large case audits.
• With regard to office audits, respondents from the Southeast region are more apt to say 
that they are “always” able to speak with or otherwise contact the examiner’s 
supervisor when the examiner is not concluding the examination in a competent 
manner. Those from the Western region have a greater tendency to say they are only 
“occasionally” or are “never” able to contact the examiner’s supervisor in such 
situations with respect to large case audits.
• Practitioners in the Southeast have a greater tendency than those in other regions to say 
that large case audit “Reports of Examination of Charges” are only “occasionally” or 
are “never” sufficiently detailed to allow the taxpayer (or the taxpayer’s representative) 
to evaluate the appropriateness of the adjustment(s).
• Southeast and Western region respondents are more likely than those in the Northeast 
and Midstates region to say that, with regard to large case audits, the IRS “never” 
proposes adjustments of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the auditor has discovered 
facts unknown to the taxpayer.
• Respondents from the Southeast are more apt to say that their clients “never” have 
confidence in the fairness of the IRS with regard to field audits.
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TABLE 11
EXPERIENCE WITH IRS OFFICE, FIELD, AND LARGE CASE AUDITS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Always Usually
Occas­
ionally Never
Q: How often are IRS audit 
personnel assigned to 
audits which are within 
their level of competence?
Office Audits 85 15 4 62 32 2
Field Audits 82 18 5 65 28 2
Large Case Audits 26 74 15 62 19 4
Q: How often are audits 
efficiently completed?
Office Audits 86 14 5 57 35 3
Field Audits 82 18 5 44 44 7
Large Case Audits 25 75 8 36 40 16
Q: Once an examination is com­
plete, how often do IRS internal 
review procedures -prior to is­
suance of a “Report of Exam­
ination Charges”- appear efficient 
in resolving differences con­
cerning the validity of issues?
Office Audits 74 26 4 54 32 9
Field Audits 72 28 3 51 36 10
Large Case Audits 23 77 9 43 35 13
Q: If the IRS examiner is not con­
cluding the examination in a 
competent manner, how often 
are you able to speak with or 
otherwise contact the examiner’s 
supervisor?
Office Audits 58 42 19 45 26 10
Field Audits 58 42 19 46 28 7
Large Case Audits 18 82 22 44 22 11
Q: When you have had contact with 
the examiner’s supervisor, how 
often does he/she act in an 
appropriate manner?
Office Audits 57 43 12 53 28 7
Field Audits 58 42 12 54 30 4
Large Case Audits 17 83 12 47 29 12
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TABLE 11 (CONT’D.)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Always Usually
Occas­
ionally Never
Q: How often are “Reports of 
Examination of Charges” 
sufficiently detailed -containing 
adequate authoritative reference 
to the Code, regulations, etc.- 
to allow the taxpayer (or tax­
payer’s representative) to evaluate 
the appropriateness of the 
adjustment(s)?
Office Audits 82 18 9 49 30 12
Field Audits 80 20 10 54 29 7
Large Case Audits 24 76 17 50 25 8
Q: How often does the IRS propose 
adjustments of tax favorable to the 
taxpayer when the auditor has 
discovered factors unknown to the 
taxpayer?
Office Audits 74 26 4 27 39 30
Field Audits 71 29 4 27 39 30
Large Case Audits 21 79 5 24 38 33
Q: How often do your clients have con­
fidence in the fairness of the IRS?
Office Audits 85 15 1 11 39 49
Field Audits 82 18 1 10 40 49
Large Case Audits 25 75 * 12 36 52
Q: The Mission Statement of the IRS 
states that the IRS will “advise the 
public of their rights and respon­
sibilities.” How often do tax 
auditors advise taxpayers of their 
rights?
Office Audits 81 19 26 42 21 11
Field Audits 79 21 27 41 21 11
Large Case Audits 22 78 27 36 27 9
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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Rating of Office Audit Personnel
Respondents were also asked to rate IRS audit personnel - office, field, and large cause audit 
personnel- on a variety of points. Again, a high proportion of respondents (generally three- 
fourths) responded “Don’t Know/No Opinion” for large case audit personnel, indicating that 
many have not handled large case audits.
• The majority of respondents rated all three types of IRS audit personnel “fair” or “poor” 
on ten out of the 18 points listed on the survey questionnaire.
• While a majority of respondents rated both the “overall competence” and “overall 
professionalism” of IRS office and field audit personnel as “fair” or “poor,” half rated 
large case audit personnel as “excellent” or “good” in these respects.
• IRS office, field, and large case personnel are viewed highly by respondents with respect 
to “courtesy” and “ease of contacting,” with most respondents giving IRS personnel an 
“excellent” or “good” rating on these points.
• Fifty one percent and 69 percent of respondents indicated “excellent” or “good” when 
asked to rate field and large case audit personnel, respectively, in terms of their 
“experience.” By comparison, nearly seven out of ten (68 percent) rated office audit 
personnel “fair” or “poor” on this point.
• Office and field audit personnel also received higher ratings, relatively speaking, than did 
large case audit personnel on the issue of “appropriateness of preparer penalty 
assertions.” Fifty five and 57 percent of the respondents rated office and field audit 
personnel, respectively, as “excellent” or “good” in this regard, as compared to 57 
percent who rated large case audit personnel “fair” or “poor” on this point.
• Large case audit personnel were, however, rated higher by respondents with respect to 
“understanding of the issues” (50 percent “excellent” or “good) and “understanding of 
the law” (54 percent “excellent” or “good”) than were office and field audit personnel, 
whom the majority of respondents rated “fair” or “poor” on these points.
• For the most part, IRS office audit personnel received lower ratings on a relative basis 
than did field and large case audit personnel. For example, whereas 61 and 52 percent 
of respondents rated field and large case audit personnel, respectively, as “fair” or 
“poor” in terms of their “accounting skills,” 78 percent hold these views of office audit 
personnel.
• Similar to the results obtained in 1989, IRS audit personnel as a group received the most 
favorable ratings with respect to “courtesy.” Generally two-thirds or more of the 
respondents who had an opinion rated office, field, and large case audit personnel as 
“excellent” or “good” in this regard.
• A comparison of the 1989 results to the 1995 results reveals that, for the most part, the 
percentage of respondents rating office and field audit personnel as “excellent” in most 
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of the areas has increased, however slightly. In contrast, the percentage rating large case 
audit personnel as “excellent” has decreased in some areas, most notably with respect 
to “understanding of the law,” “understanding of the issues,” “consistency in approach,” 
and “understanding the mission of the examination division. ”
Detailed ratings of all three types of audit personnel in the various categories is fully presented 
in Table 12, while the detailed findings from 1989 can be found in Table 26 in Appendix A.
Variations in Ratings of Office Audit Personnel
Respondents’ ratings of IRS audit personnel varied, as can be seen in Table 33 in Appendix B 
and as indicated below:
• Practitioners from the Southeast are least likely, relatively speaking, to rate the overall 
competence of large case audit personnel as “excellent. ” They are also most likely to 
rate the overall professionalism of large case audit personnel as “poor.”
• Respondents from the Midstates region are a more apt to rate the courtesy of large case 
audit personnel as “excellent” or “good” than are respondents from other regions.
• Practitioners from the Midstates region have a greater tendency than those from other 
regions to give IRS office audit personnel positive ratings (i.e., “excellent” or “good”) 
in terms of ease of contacting. Practitioners from the Northeast have a greater proclivity 
to give IRS large case audit personnel a “poor” rating in this regard.
• Western region respondents are least likely to give IRS office audit personnel a positive 
rating with regard to experience, but are most likely to give positive ratings in this regard 
to large case audit personnel.
• Practitioners in the Western region are more apt than those in other regions to rate office 
audit personnel as “fair” or “poor” in terms of their accounting skills. In addition, 
Southeast practitioners are least likely to rate large case personnel as “excellent” in this 
regard.
• Respondents from the Northeast are somewhat more apt to give field audit personnel 
positive ratings in terms of their reasonableness of requests for documentation.
• Northeast practitioners are somewhat more likely than those in other regions to rate 
office audit personnel as “excellent” or “good” in terms of their efforts to facilitate a fair 
resolution of the case. Midstates practitioners are more likely to respond in this manner 
with regard to large case personnel.
• Practitioners from the Midstates and Western regions have a greater tendency to say that 
large case audit personnel are “excellent” or “good” in the appropriateness of both 
taxpayer and preparer penalty assertions.
• Respondents from the Northeast are most apt to rate large case audit personnel as “fair” 
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or “poor” in regard to their efforts to expedite closing of the case, while those from the 
Midstates region are most apt to give positive ratings (“excellent” or “good”) to large 
case audit personnel in this regard.
• Western respondents are least likely to give office audit personnel positive ratings in 
terms of their understanding of both the issues and the law, but are most likely to give 
large case audit personnel positive ratings in these respects.
• Western respondents are also less likely to give office audit personnel positive ratings in 
terms of their consistency in approach, but are more likely to give large case audit 
personnel positive ratings in this regard.
• Practitioners in the Southeast and Western regions have a greater tendency than those in 
the Northeast and Midstates region to rate large case audit personnel as “excellent” or 
“good” in terms of their thoroughness.
• Midstates practitioners are more likely to say that large case audit personnel are 
“excellent” in their understanding of the mission of the examination division.
• Respondents from the Western region have a greater proclivity to rate large case audit 
personnel as “excellent” or “good” in their ability to manage the adversary aspect of 
practitioner relationships.
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TABLE 12
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Overall competence
Office Audits 90 10 2 28 51 19
Field Audits 88 12 3 38 47 12
Large Case Audits 26 74 8 42 35 15
Overall professionalism 
Office Audits 90 10 4 32 48 16
Field Audits 88 12 7 42 42 9
Large Case Audits 26 74 12 46 31 12
Courtesy
Office Audits 91 9 14 54 24 8
Field Audits 89 11 18 54 24 4
Large Case Audits 27 73 22 41 30 7
Ease of contacting
Office Audits 91 9 11 42 31 16
Field Audits 89 11 10 44 34 12
Large Case Audits 26 74 15 38 35 12
Experience
Office Audits 89 11 3 28 47 21
Field Audits 88 12 4 47 39 10
Large Case Audits 26 74 11 58 23 8
Accounting Skills 
Office Audits 84 16 2 20 43 35
Field Audits 85 15 4 35 41 20
Large Case Audits 25 75 8 40 36 16
Reasonableness of requests for 
documentation
Office Audits 91 9 4 32 45 19
Field Audits 89 11 6 38 40 16
Large Case Audits 26 74 4 42 31 23
Efforts to facilitate a fair resolution 
of the case
Office Audits 90 10 4 36 39 21
Field Audits 88 12 3 41 39 17
Large Case Audits 26 74 7 35 35 23
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TABLE 12 (CONT’D.)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Appropriateness of taxpayer 
penalty assertions
Office Audits 85 15 3 29 44 24
Field Audits 83 17 3 34 41 22
Large Case Audits 23 77 4 26 43 26
Appropriateness of preparer 
penalty assertions
Office Audits 49 51 14 41 29 16
Field Audits 47 53 15 42 28 15
Large Case Audits 14 86 14 29 43 14
Efforts to expedite closing of 
the case
Office Audits 90 10 8 37 37 19
Field Audits 88 12 6 34 35 25
Large Case Audits 26 74 8 27 38 27
Understanding of the issues 
Office Audits 90 10 4 28 49 19
Field Audits 89 11 6 39 43 12
Large Case Audits 26 74 8 42 35 15
Understanding of the law 
Office Audits 90 10 3 27 48 22
Field Audits 88 12 6 40 43 11
Large Case Audits 26 74 8 46 35 11
Consistency in approach 
Office Audits 86 14 3 33 41 23
Field Audits 85 15 3 38 39 20
Large Case Audits 26 74 4 38 35 23
Impartiality
Office Audits 88 12 4 30 40 26
Field Audits 87 13 5 31 39 25
Large Case Audits 26 74 * 27 38 35
Thoroughness
Office Audits 90 10 4 30 47 19
Field Audits 88 12 5 37 43 15
Large Case Audits 26 74 4 38 42 15
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 12 (CONT’D.)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Understanding the mission of 
the examination division
Office Audits 78 22 6 31 44 19
Field Audits 78 22 8 36 41 15
Large Case Audits 24 76 4 33 42 21
Ability to manage adversary aspect 
of practitioner relationships
Office Audits 85 15 2 29 48 20
Field Audits 83 17 5 40 40 15
Large Case Audits 25 75 4 36 40 20
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COLLECTIONS
Handling of Cases with the IRS Collection Division
Respondents were asked to indicate the percentage of their cases with the IRS Collection 
Division that were handled effectively -both for the automated collection system (ACS) 
personnel and field revenue officers (FROs) (Table 13).
• Respondents tend to feel that FROs are effective in their handling of cases more often 
than are ACS personnel. Survey results indicate a median percentage of cases handled 
effectively for FROs at 72 percent, as compared to 58 percent for ACS personnel. This 
year’s responses with respect to FROs are nearly identical to those obtained in the 1989 
survey, while the results for ACS personnel are up eight percentage points from 1989.
TABLE 13
HANDLING OF CASES WITH THE IRS COLLECTIONS DIVISION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Approximately what percentage of your cases with the IRS Collection Division are handled 
effectively?
Cases handled by 
Automated Col­
lection System 
Personnel
<20% 20-39%
1995 14 13
1989 22 16
Cases handled by 
Field Revenue 
Officers
1995 9 9
1989 11 6
Percentage of Cases Handled Effectively
40-59% 60-79% 80-99% 100%
Median 
Percentage
24 22 21 6 58
24 16 16 6 50
19 20 31 12 72
21 21 31 10 71
As can be seen in Table 34 in Appendix B, the above patterns generally held across all IRS 
regions.
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Contacts from the IRS Collection Division
Respondents were next asked what percentage of the contacts they receive from the IRS 
Collection Division involve issues that are valid, and, in those cases where the issues are not 
valid, how effective ACS personnel and FROs are in resolving the issue (Table 14).
• Similar to the results obtained in the 1989 survey, 1995 respondents think contacts 
from FROs typically involve valid issues more frequently than do contacts from ACS 
personnel. This is reflected by the fact that the median response for ACS personnel 
was 69 percent, while the median response for FROs was much higher at over 80 
percent. However, the 1995 results reveal a notable jump (12 percentage points) in the 
percentage of cases handled by ACS personnel that involve valid issues.
• Again, like the 1989 survey participants, this year’s respondents tend to feel that in 
those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are 
valid, FROs are more effective in helping them to resolve the issue than are ACS 
personnel -over seven out of every ten respondents said FROs are effective in resolving 
invalid issues, as compared to 46 percent who offered this response for ACS personnel. 
The 1995 results, however, represent an improvement over those obtained in 1989, 
when 30 percent and two-thirds of respondents, respectively, said ACS personnel and 
FROs were effective in resolving invalid issues.
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TABLE 14
CONTACTS FROM THE IRS COLLECTION DIVISION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Approximately what percentage of the contacts you receive from the IRS Collection Division 
involve issues that are valid?
Cases handled by 
Automated Col­
lection System 
Personnel
<20% 20-39%
1995 5 10
1989 10 11
Cases handled by 
Field Revenue 
Officers
1995 4 3
1989 6 4
Percentage of Cases That Involve Valid Issues
40-59% 60-79% 80-99% 100%
Median 
Percentage
25 22 30 8 69
32 21 20 6 57
11 23 42 17 >80
15 20 39 16 82
Q: In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are not valid, 
would you say that IRS collection personnel are typically effective or ineffective in helping you to 
resolve the issues?
Automated Col­
lection System 
Personnel
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
1995 94 6
1989 10 90
Field Revenue
Officers
1995 82 18
1989 19 81
Did Know/Had Opinion
Very 
Effective
Moderately 
Effective
Moderately 
Ineffective
Very 
Ineffective
3 43 31 23
2 28 30 40
16 55 19 10
13 54 20 13
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Reasons IRS Collection Personnel are Effective 
or Ineffective in Helping to Resolve Issues
Survey participants were asked to indicate the reasons that they think IRS Collection Division 
personnel are either effective or ineffective in helping to resolve issues (Table 15).
• “Willing to help/cooperate” was most often given as the reason why both ACS 
personnel (69 percent) and FROs (71 percent) are effective in helping respondents to 
resolve issues.
• Among ACS personnel, the second most common reason they are viewed by 
respondents as being effective in helping to resolve issues is “politeness” (67 percent), 
followed by “not-threatening” (54 percent).
• Among FROs, the second most common reason respondents view them as being 
effective in helping to resolve issues is “knowledgeable/capable/experienced” (65 
percent), followed by “politeness” (60 percent).
• In contrast, respondents gave numerous reasons as to why they view IRS Collection 
Division personnel as ineffective in helping them to resolve issues. For ACS 
personnel, “unknowledgeable/inexperienced” topped the list, cited as a reason for 
ineffectiveness by 68 percent of respondents. This was followed by 
“unreasonable/unfair/inflexible” (59 percent) and “unwilling to help/uncooperative” (53 
percent).
• Among FROs, “unreasonable/unfair/inflexible” was the most common reason that 
respondents (55 percent) gave for ineffectiveness of FROs in resolving issues. This 
was followed by “threatening” (53 percent) and “forceful” (50 percent).
A comparison of 1989 responses to 1995 reveals that while there is generally little change in 
how practitioners view the effectiveness of FROs, greater proportions of 1995 respondents to 
view ACS personnel as being effective in resolving issues than did 1989 respondents in the 
terms of “willing to help/cooperate” (69 percent versus 58 percent); 
“knowledgeable/capable/experienced” (39 percent vs. 28 percent); and “reasonable/fair/flexible” 
(48 percent versus 38 percent). Reasons for ineffectiveness of IRS collection personnel (both 
ACS and FROs) are virtually the same for 1989 and 1995 respondents.
Variations in Reasons IRS Collection Personnel are 
Effective or Ineffective in Helping to Resolve Issues
Stratifying responses by region reveals some variations in the reasons respondents feel IRS ACS 
personnel and FROs are effective or ineffective in helping to resolve issues (Table 35 in 
Appendix B):
• Respondents from the Southeast have a greater tendency than those in other regions to cite 
“not threatening” as a reason ACS personnel were effective in helping them to resolve 
issues. Those from the Midstates and Southeast regions are more likely than those from
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the Northeast and Western regions to cite “no previous experience with IRS employee” as 
a reason for same. With regard to FROs being effective in helping them to resolve issues, 
practitioners in the Southeast are more apt than those in other regions to cite 
“knowledgeable/capable/experienced” and “no previous experience with IRS employee.”
Respondents from the Southeast are most likely, relatively speaking, to cite “unwilling to 
help/uncooperative” as a reason ACS personnel were ineffective in helping them to resolve 
issues. Southeast respondents are also more likely to say that ineffective FROs are 
“unreasonable/unfair/inflexible. ”
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TABLE 15
REASONS IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL ARE 
EFFECTIVE/INEFFECTIVE IN HELPING TO RESOLVE ISSUES 
(Percentage of Respondents)
Q: Please indicate below the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field 
revenue officers (FROs) were effective in helping you to resolve the issues.
1995 1989
Willing to help/cooperative
ACS Personnel 69 58
Field Revenue Officers 71 71
Knowledgeable/capable/experienced 
ACS Personnel 39 28
Field Revenue Officers 65 65
Reasonable/fair/flexible
ACS Personnel 48 38
Field Revenue Officers 55 58
Politeness
ACS Personnel 67 66
Field Revenue Officers 60 66
Not threatening 
ACS Personnel 54 49
Field Revenue Officers 42 45
Not forceful
ACS Personnel 39 34
Field Revenue Officers 27 30
No previous experience with IRS employee 
ACS Personnel 25 28
Field Revenue Officers 31 42
Other reasons
ACS Personnel 3 2
Field Revenue Officers 1 2
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TABLE 15 (CONT’D.)
Q: Please indicate below the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field 
revenue officers (FROs) were ineffective in helping you to resolve the issues.
1995 1989
Unwilling to help/uncooperative
ACS Personnel 53 58
Field Revenue Officers 39 42
Unknowledgeable/inexperienced
ACS Personnel 68 71
Field Revenue Officers 37 42
Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible
ACS Personnel 59 61
Field Revenue Officers 55 51
Impoliteness
ACS Personnel 30 30
Field Revenue Officers 30 29
Threatening
ACS Personnel 35 39
Field Revenue Officers 53 49
Forceful
ACS Personnel 36 34
Field Revenue Officers 50 51
No previous experience with IRS employee 
ACS Personnel 14 16
Field Revenue Officers 14 10
Other reasons
ACS Personnel 7 5
Field Revenue Officers 3 3
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Concluding the Process
Respondents were asked to indicate -for those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection 
Division involve issues that are valid- if personnel are typically effective or ineffective in 
concluding the process (Table 16).
• More than seven out of every ten respondents view both ACS personnel (71 percent) 
and FROs (74 percent) as being effective in concluding the process. While the results 
for FROs are nearly identical to the results obtained in the 1989 survey, this year’s 
results show an improvement over the 1989 survey results (60 percent) with respect to 
ACS personnel.
TABLE 16
CONCLUDING THE PROCESS
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are valid, 
would you say that IRS collection personnel are typically effective or ineffective in concluding 
the process?
Very 
Effective
Moderately 
Effective
Moderately 
Ineffective
Very 
Ineffective
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
ACS Personnel
1995 11 60 19 6 4
1989 7 53 21 10 9
Field Revenue Officers
1995 20 54 11 3 12
1989 17 57 8 4 14
-57-
Reasons IRS Collection Personnel are Effective
or Ineffective in Concluding the Process
Respondents were also asked to indicate the reasons that they think IRS Collection Division 
personnel are effective or ineffective in concluding the process (Table 17).
• The most prevalent reasons why ACS personnel are viewed as being effective in 
concluding the process are “willing to help/cooperative” (74 percent) and “polite” (62 
percent). A couple of other frequently mentioned reasons were 
“reasonable/fair/flexible” and “not-threatening,” cited by just over half of the 
respondents.
• Respondents most often cited “willing to help/cooperative” (71 percent) and 
“knowledgeable/capable/experienced” as reasons they view FROs as being effective 
in concluding the process. Other commonly mentioned reasons were “reasonable/fair/ 
flexible” (60 percent) and “polite” (59 percent).
• Regarding reasons why respondents view ACS personnel as ineffective in concluding 
the process, 65 percent cited “unknowledgeable/inexperienced” and 60 percent cited 
“unreasonable/unfair/inflexible. ”
• With respect to FROs, “unreasonable/unfair/inflexible” topped the list (59 percent) of 
why respondents feel they are ineffective in concluding the process. Other commonly 
mentioned reasons were “unwilling to help/uncooperative” (50 percent), “threatening” 
(49 percent), and “forceful” (48 percent).
• A comparison with 1989 survey respondents’ views reveals that the 1995 participants 
are more likely to view ACS personnel as “willing to help/cooperate” (74 percent 
versus 60 percent) and “knowledgeable/capable/experienced” (44 percent versus 35 
percent) with respect to their effectively concluding the process. In terms of reasons 
why they view IRS collection personnel as being ineffective in concluding the process, 
1995 respondents’ reasons are, for the most part, nearly the same as those provided 
by 1989 respondents.
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TABLE 17
REASONS IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL ARE 
EFFECTIVE/INEFFECTIVE IN CONCLUDING THE PROCESS 
(Percentage of Respondents)
Q: Please indicate below the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and
field revenue officers (FROs) were effective in concluding the process.
1995 1989
Willing to help/cooperative 
ACS Personnel 74 60
Field Revenue Officers 71 72
Knowledgeable/capable/experienced
ACS Personnel 44 35
Field Revenue Officers 69 65
Reasonable/fair/flexible
ACS Personnel 54 48
Field Revenue Officers 60 62
Polite
ACS Personnel 62 61
Field Revenue Officers 59 63
Not threatening 
ACS Personnel 52 47
Field Revenue Officers 41 43
Not forceful
ACS Personnel 38 34
Field Revenue Officers 29 32
No previous experience with IRS employee 
ACS Personnel 27 25
Field Revenue Officers 33 35
Other reasons
ACS Personnel 2 4
Field Revenue Officers 1 2
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TABLE 17 (CONT’D.)
Q: Please indicate below the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field 
revenue officers (FROs) were ineffective in concluding the process.
1995 1989
Unwilling to help/uncooperative
ACS Personnel 54 56
Field Revenue Officers 50 44
Unknowledgeable/inexperienced
ACS Personnel 65 68
Field Revenue Officers 41 40
Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible
ACS Personnel 60 58
Field Revenue Officers 59 52
Impoliteness
ACS Personnel 33 29
Field Revenue Officers 33 28
Threatening
ACS Personnel 39 38
Field Revenue Officers 49 44
Forceful
ACS Personnel 37 33
Field Revenue Officers 48 43
No previous experience with IRS employee
ACS Personnel 17 19
Field Revenue Officers 15 14
Other reasons
ACS Personnel 4 3
Field Revenue Officers 3 2
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Consistency in Application of 
Installment Payment Agreements
Respondents were next asked how often IRS Collection Division Personnel are consistent in 
applying installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations (Table 18).
• Of the roughly two-thirds of all survey respondents who had an opinion, most feel that 
both ACS personnel (55 percent) and FROs (57 percent) are “always” or “usually” 
consistent in applying installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations.
• These results represent a significant improvement over 1989, particularly with respect 
to ACS personnel: in 1989, only 28 percent of respondents said these individuals are 
consistent in applying installment payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations 
as compared to the 55 percent who said so in 1995. The corresponding percentages 
for FROs are 57 percent (1995) and 42 percent (1989).
TABLE 18
CONSISTENCY IN APPLICATION OF
INSTALLMENT PAYMENT AGREEMENTS
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: How often would you say that IRS collection personnel are consistent in applying installment 
payment agreements to similar taxpayers’ situations?
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Always Usually
Occas­
ionally Never
ACS Personnel
1995 67 33 4 51 36 9
1989 62 38 1 27 48 24
Field Revenue Officers
1995 62 38 2 55 35 8
1989 65 35 1 41 43 15
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Rating of IRS Collection Personnel
In the final question in this section, respondents were asked to rate IRS Collection Division 
personnel -both ACS personnel and FROs- in a number of areas (Table 19).
• Overall, the majority of respondents rated ACS personnel as “fair” or “poor” in all of 
the areas listed on the survey questionnaire. ACS personnel received the highest 
proportion of such ratings in “accounting skills” (84 percent), followed by “experience,” 
“overall competence,” “ease of contacting,” “understanding of the issues,” and “ability 
to understand adversary aspect of practitioner relationships,” each of which were rated 
“fair” or “poor” by three-fourths of respondents.
• By comparison, there were quite a few areas in which the majority of respondents rated 
FROs “excellent” or “good:” “overall competence” (51 percent), “overall 
professionalism” (52 percent), “courtesy” (61 percent), “ease of contacting” (50 
percent), “experience” (65 percent), “understanding of the issues” (56 percent), 
“understanding of the law” (59 percent), and “understanding of the mission of the 
collection division” (56 percent).
• As can be seen in Table 27 in Appendix A, 1995 respondents provided somewhat more 
favorable ratings of IRS collection division personnel than did 1989 respondents. 
Specifically, 1995 respondents had a greater tendency than did their predecessors to rate 
both ACS personnel and FROs as “good” in all of the areas listed on the survey 
questionnaire.
Variations in Rating of IRS Collection Personnel
Grouping responses by region reveals a few variations in respondents’ ratings of IRS collection 
personnel, as noted below and seen in Table 36 in Appendix B:
• Respondents from the Midstates region are somewhat more apt than those in other 
regions to rate ACS personnel as “poor” on the issue of courtesy. They also have a 
greater tendency to rate FROs “fair” with regard to “ease of contacting.”
• Practitioners in the Western region are more likely to rate ACS personnel “poor” in 
terms of their “accounting skills” but are most likely, relatively speaking, to rate them 
“excellent” or “good” with regard to their “efforts to expedite closing of the case.”
• Southeast respondents are somewhat more likely to rate ACS personnel as “fair” or 
“poor” in terms of their “understanding of the mission of the examination division. ”
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TABLE 19
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
PoorExcellent Good Fair
Overall competence
ACS Personnel 88 12 2 23 50 25
Field Revenue Officers 82 18 4 47 39 10
Overall professionalism
ACS Personnel 89 11 3 27 46 24
Field Revenue Officers 82 18 7 45 35 12
Courtesy
ACS Personnel 89 11 8 39 37 16
Field Revenue Officers 82 18 12 49 28 11
Ease of contacting
ACS Personnel 90 10 3 21 33 42
Field Revenue Officers 82 18 6 44 35 15
Experience
ACS Personnel 84 16 2 21 55 21
Field Revenue Officers 80 20 7 58 29 6
Accounting Skills
ACS Personnel 73 27 1 14 42 42
Field Revenue Officers 72 28 3 39 40 18
Reasonableness of requests for 
documentation
ACS Personnel 87 13 2 29 53 16
Field Revenue Officers 81 19 5 43 40 12
Efforts to facilitate a fair resolution
of the case
ACS Personnel 89 11 2 28 43 27
Field Revenue Officers 82 18 6 40 35 18
Efforts to expedite closing of 
the case
ACS Personnel 89 11 4 26 48 21
Field Revenue Officers 82 18 9 40 33 18
Understanding of the issues
ACS Personnel 89 11 2 22 45 30
Field Revenue Officers 82 18 6 50 32 12
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TABLE 19 (CONT’D.)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Understanding of the law
ACS Personnel 85 15 2 24 45 29
Field Revenue Officers 81 19 6 53 28 12
Consistency in approach
ACS Personnel 82 18 4 26 45 26
Field Revenue Officers 76 24 4 45 35 16
Impartiality
ACS Personnel 85 15 4 27 42 27
Field Revenue Officers 80 20 5 35 36 24
Thoroughness
ACS Personnel 86 14 2 24 51 22
Field Revenue Officers 81 19 5 44 38 12
Understanding the mission of 
the collection division
ACS Personnel 77 23 6 32 42 19
Field Revenue Officers 72
Ability to manage adversary aspect
28 10 46 32 12
of practitioner relationships
ACS Personnel 83 17 4 22 45 30
Field Revenue Officers 79 21 6 37 38 19
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APPEALS
Bypassing Appeals Level
Respondents were asked if they had ever attempted to bypass the appeals level, and, if so, to 
indicate their reasons why (Table 20).
• Nearly mirroring the 1989 results, nine out of every ten respondents in this year’s survey 
indicated that they have not attempted to bypass the appeals level.
• Among the ten percent who have attempted to bypass the appeals level, the reasons cited 
for doing so were numerous. Three out of five did it because they did not agree with 
the IRS or thought the IRS’s position was wrong, two out of five did so to save time, and 
37 percent did so because they disagreed with interpretation of the tax law. Thirty one 
percent cited irreconcilable differences, 24 percent were concerned about unraised issues, 
while nine percent gave other reasons.
• 1995 survey participants are more likely to cite “didn’t agree with IRS/IRS position was 
wrong” and “concerned about unraised issues” as reasons for attempting to bypass the 
appeals level than were the 1989 respondents.
TABLE 20
BYPASSING THE APPEALS LEVEL 
(Percentage of Distributions)
Q: Have you ever attempted to by-pass the appeals level?
1995 1989
Yes 10 11
No 90 89
If yes, please indicate the reasons for attempting to by-pass the appeals level.®
1995 1989
Didn’t agree with IRS/IRS position was wrong 60 51
To save time 41 39
Disagreed with interpretation of tax law 37 35
Irreconcilable differences 31 38
Concerned about unraised issues 24 14
Other reasons 9 11
® Respondents were asked to check all that apply.
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Rating of Appeals Officers
Based on their experience, respondents were next asked to rate appeals officers in a variety of 
areas (Table 21). About two out of every five respondents indicated “Don’t Know/No Opinion” 
in response to this question, which suggests that many have not had experience with appeals 
officers.
• Among those who did know or had an opinion, the ratings given to appeals officers 
were generally quite positive. For example, 93 percent of these respondents rated 
appeals officers as “excellent” (31 percent) or “good” (62 percent) in the area of 
“courtesy” and 92 percent gave similar ratings in the area of “experience” (27 
percent “excellent”, 65 percent “good”). The lowest rating was given in the area of 
“impartiality,” but still over half of the respondents (56 percent) rated appeals 
officers favorably in this area.
• Reflecting their responses in specific areas, 84 percent of respondents rated appeals 
officers “excellent” or “good” in the areas of “overall competence” and “overall 
professionalism. ”
• The results obtained in the current survey nearly mirror those obtained in 1989; 
however, 1989 respondents were just a bit more apt than current respondents to rate 
appeals officers as “excellent” on many of the points listed.
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TABLE 21
RATING OF APPEALS OFFICERS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Overall competence
1995 60 40 22 62 15 1
1989 63 37 19 65 15 1
Overall professionalism 
1995 60 40 27 57 15 1
1989 — — — -- — —
Courtesy
1995 61 39 31 62 7 *
1989 64 36 36 57 6 1
Ease of contacting 
1995 61 39 20 59 20 2
1989 63 37 22 53 21 4
Experience
1995 60 40 27 65 8 *
1989 63 37 32 60 8 *
Accounting skills 
1995 57 43 12 60 26 2
1989 61 39 15 63 18 4
Reasonableness of requests for 
documentation
1995 60 40 17 60 20 3
1989 62 38 14 63 21 2
Efforts to facilitate a fair resolution 
of the case
1995 60 40 23 52 22 3
1989 — — — — — —
Efforts to expedite closing of 
the case
1995 61 39 23 51 21 5
1989 63 37 25 48 21 6
Understanding of the issues 
1995 60 40 23 62 13 2
1989 63 37 26 60 12 3
Understanding of the law
1995 60 40 25 58 15 2
1989 63 37 30 55 14 1
Ability to avoid raising new issues 
1995 59 41 22 54 22 2
1989 62 38 20 54 21 5
Less than 0.5 percent. 
Not asked.
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TABLE 21 (CONT’D.)
Did Know/ 
Had Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/Had Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Consistency in approach
1995 57 43 12 63 23 2
1989 60 40 14 60 23 3
Impartiality
1995 59 41 12 44 34 10
1989 63 37 11 48 31 10
Thoroughness
1995 60 40 17 60 22 2
1989 63 37 15 61 21 3
Understanding the mission of 
appeals officer
1995 56 44 23 57 16 4
1989 60 40 25 57 16 2
Ability to manage adversary aspect
of practitioner relationships
1995 58 42 24 57 17 2
1989 -- -- — — — --
Not asked.
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INTERVIEWING REPRESENTED TAXPAYERS
Interviewing Represented Taxpayers
During the mid-1980s, revenue agents in various districts insisted on interviewing taxpayers 
despite the fact that taxpayers were represented under powers of attorney. To rectify this 
situation, the Taxpayer Bill of Rights, passed in November, 1988, added IRC Section 7521 
which provides that, generally, revenue agents cannot insist on interviewing taxpayers who are 
represented by practitioners holding a valid power of attorney. Practitioners responding to the 
survey were asked several questions about their experiences subsequent to this change in policy 
(Table 22).
• Slightly more than half of the respondents (53 percent) indicated that, in their experience, 
revenue agents no longer insisted on interviewing taxpayers whom they represented. 
However, over one-third (36 percent) said that agents still insist on doing so, while 11 
percent said they were not sure. Although fewer respondents (28 percent) indicated 
“yes” in response to this question in 1989, a higher proportion of them indicated “not 
sure” in 1989.
• When asked why the agent insisted on the interview, the most common answer given by 
1995 respondents (51 percent), like 1989 respondents, was “agents’ policy or 
interpretation of the statute,” while equal proportions (31 percent) indicated “district 
policy or interpretation of the statute” or “taxpayer was the most appropriate person to 
interview under the circumstances.” Additionally, just over one-fourth (27 percent) 
indicated that the interview was a result of “group manager/branch chief policy or 
interpretation of the statute.”
• Similar to 1989 results, 64 percent of the current respondents who had encountered an 
agent that insisted on representing taxpayers whom they represented indicated that the 
agent did not imply that refusal to be interviewed might subject the taxpayer to adverse 
consequences. Among the 18 percent who said that the agent did imply that refusal to 
be interviewed might subject the taxpayer to adverse consequences, a “more stringent 
request for documentation” was the most frequently implied consequence (75 percent), 
followed by “denial of deduction” (47 percent). These results are also similar to those 
obtained in 1989.
• When asked if an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed would subject them 
personally to adverse consequences, 82 percent of respondents replied in the negative. 
Among the seven percent who answered affirmatively, “preparer penalties” (58 percent) 
was the most commonly implied consequence, followed by “referral to director of 
practice” (30 percent); 28 percent cited other consequences. Again, these results are 
nearly the same as those obtained in 1989.
Variations in Interviewing Represented Taxpayers
Grouping responses by region reveals a few variations in practitioners’ experiences with regard 
to IRS agents interviewing presented taxpayers (Table 37 in Appendix B):
• Northeast practitioners are more likely than those in other regions to say that agents have
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not insisted on interviewing taxpayers whom they represented.
Among respondents who said that agents have still insisted on interviewing taxpayers 
whom they represented, those in the Midstates region are somewhat more apt to cite 
“taxpayer was the most appropriate person to interview under the circumstances” as a 
reason the agent insisted on the interview. Those in the Northeast region have a greater 
tendency to cite “group manager/branch chief policy or interpretation of the statute” as 
a reason for the same.
Of the respondents who said that an agent has ever implied that refusal to be interviewed 
might subject the taxpayer to adverse consequences, those in the Southeast cited 
“penalties” more often than those in other regions as an implied consequence.
Of the respondents who said that an agent has ever implied that refusal to be interviewed 
might subject them to adverse consequences, those in the Southeast are much more likely 
than those in other regions to cite “preparer penalties” as an implied consequence.
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TABLE 22
INTERVIEWING REPRESENTED TAXPAYERS 
(Percentage Distributions)
The Taxpayer Bill of Rights, passed November 10, 1988, added IRC section 7521 which provides that, 
generally, revenue agents cannot insist on interviewing taxpayers who are represented by practitioners 
holding a valid power of attorney.
Q: In your experience, have agents still insisted on interviewing taxpayers whom you represented?
1995 1989
Yes 36 28
No 53 53
Not sure 11 19
If yes, why did the agent insist on the interview?®
1995 1989
Agents’ policy or interpretation of the statute 51 40
Taxpayer was the most appropriate person to interview 
under the circumstances 31 39
District policy or interpretation of the statute 31 19
Group Manager/Branch Chief policy or 
interpretation of the statute 27 31
Representative is responsible for unreasonable delay 
or hindrance 4
Other reasons 9 12
Q: Has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject the taxpayer to adverse 
consequences:
1995 1989
Yes 18 12
No 64 67
Not sure 18 21
If yes, what consequences were implied?®
1995 1989
More stringent request for documentation 75 65
Denial of deduction 47 35
Refusal to conduct examination in representative’s office 37 30
Penalties 24 24
Other consequences 11 9
(1) Respondents were asked to check all that apply. 
-- Not asked.
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TABLE 22 (CONT’D.)
Q: Has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject you to adverse 
consequences?
1995 1989
Yes 7 3
No 82 81
Not sure 11 16
If yes, what consequences were implied?(1)
1995 1989
Preparer penalties 58 63
Referral to Director of Practice 30 33
Other consequences 28 26
(3) Respondents were asked to check all that apply.
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PLACE OF EXAMINATION
Place of Examination
In the next-to-last section in the survey, respondents were asked several questions pertaining to 
place of examination (Table 23).
• When queried as to whether they have ever asked an agent to conduct the taxpayer 
examination at a place other than the taxpayer’s residence or place of business, just under 
three-fourths said they had. Among these respondents, three out of ten said the agent 
agreed with the request in 76% to 99% of the cases, while nearly half of the respondents 
(48 percent) said the agent agreed in every case.
• Among the respondents who said the agent did not allow a change in place of 
examination (26 percent), nearly four out of ten (38 percent) said the reason for such was 
“convenience of the agent,” while three out of ten cited “district policy.” Equal 
proportions of respondents (25 percent) said the reason for denial of change in the place 
of examination was “group manager/branch chief policy” or “agent’s policy;” ten percent 
were denied for other reasons.
Variations in Place of Examination
Grouping responses by region reveals little variation in the place of examination, except that 
(Table 38 in Appendix B):
• Among respondents who said that an agent did not allow a change in place of 
examination, those in the Northeast and Western regions were more apt than their 
counterparts in the Midstates and Southeast regions to cite “district policy” as a reason 
for the denial.
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TABLE 23
PLACE OF EXAMINATION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Have you ever asked an agent to conduct the taxpayer examination at a place other than the 
taxpayer’s residence or place of business?
Yes 
No
74
26
If yes, in approximately what percentage of the cases did the agent agree with the request?
Less than 25% 2
26% - 50% 5
51%-75% 15
76%-99% 30
100% 48
Q: If the agent did not allow a change in place of examination, what were the reasons for the denial?(1)
Convenience of the agent 38
District policy 30
Group Manager/Branch Chief Policy 25
Agent’s policy 25
Other reasons 10
(1) Respondents were asked to check all that apply.
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ELECTRONIC FILING
Electronic Filing
In the final section in the survey, respondents were asked several questions regarding electronic 
filing (Table 24).
• Nearly four out of every five survey respondents (78 percent) said they had never filed 
electronic returns with the IRS and they provided a variety of reasons for such. “Cost 
for programs/not cost effective/only benefits IRS” topped the list, cited by 21 percent 
of respondents. This was followed closely by “no demand/clients won’t pay extra for 
it/no benefit to client” (19 percent) and “don’t trust the system/system not perfected 
yet/lack of security” (15 percent). The full complement of respondents’ reasons appears 
in the following table.
• Among the 22 percent of respondents who have ever filed electronic returns, the median 
number filed electronically during the 1995 filing season was 24 returns. When asked 
whether they plan to file electronically during the 1996 filing season, 72 percent said 
“yes” and 28 percent said “no.” Practitioners who had previously filed electronic 
returns but do not plan to do so during the 1996 filing season most frequently indicated 
“not worth the cost” as their reason for such, while others feel that electronic filing is 
“too complicated,” “too much of a hassle,” or that it does not speed up the refund 
process.
• Respondents who had filed returns electronically were asked whether or not they had 
filed in this manner in each of the five seasons preceding the 1995 filing season and if 
so, how many returns they filed electronically. The proportion of practitioners filing 
electronically has increased substantially from 1990 (21 percent) to 1994 (75 percent). 
However, the median number of returns filed during this period ranged from only 14 
to 20.
Practitioners who had filed electronic returns in prior seasons but then stopped were 
asked their reasons for such. Once again, the extra costs (software, increased 
preparation fees) of electronic filing are the primary deterrent to practitioners, in 
addition to the belief that the process is too time-consuming and does not speed up their 
clients’ refunds.
Variations in Electronic Filing
When responses are stratified by region, a few differences in respondents’ participation in 
electronic filing emerged (Table 39 in Appendix B):
• Practitioners in the Southeast are more likely than those in other regions to say that they 
did not file any electronic returns with the IRS during the 1995 and 1994 filing seasons. 
Respondents in the Western region were least likely, relatively speaking, to have filed 
electronic returns during the 1991 filing season.
• Respondents’ plans to participate in electronic filing in the 1996 filing season varies by 
region. Specifically, Northeast respondents are most likely, relatively speaking, to say 
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they will file electronically during the 1996 season, and those in the Southeast are least 
likely.
When asked to indicate what changes or suggestions they have to increase participation in 
electronic filing among practitioners, survey respondents most frequently mentioned a need to 
simplify or streamline the electronic filing process and also pointed out that the IRS needs to 
eliminate existing “bugs” in the system. Quite a few respondents also suggested that there 
should be incentives both for the taxpayer (perhaps in the form of a tax credit or rebate) and for 
practitioners (e.g., reimbursement of added costs for electronic filing, additional filing time). 
Toward this end, there were several respondents who feel that the IRS should provide —either 
free of charge or for a nominal fee— the software and training necessary for them to participate 
in electronic filing. Other common suggestions included decreasing or eliminating the additional 
costs associated with electronic filing, enhancing the system so that all types of forms (including 
more complex forms) can be filed electronically, and speeding up the processing of refunds.
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TABLE 24
ELECTRONIC FILING 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Have you ever filed electronic returns with the IRS?
Q: Reasons for never filing electronically.®
Cost for programs; not cost effective; only benefits IRS 21
No demand; clients won’t pay extra for it; no benefit to client 19
Don’t trust the system; system not perfected yet; lack of security 15
We prepare complex returns; won’t accept schedules we prepare 11
Too complex; too time consuming; extra work; not worth the grief 11
Not enough volume; don’t prepare many returns 9
Not set up for it; no computer; no modem 6
Most clients owe money; pay quarterly and aren’t due refunds 6
Just not interested 6
Not appropriate for most clients; not relevant to my type of practice 5
Not in public practice 3
No time to look into it 2
Other reasons 4
Q: How many electronic returns did you file with the IRS during the 1995 filing season?(2)
51 to 150 9
151 to 500 6
More than 500 1
Median # of Returns 24
Q: Do you plan to participate in electronic filing in the 1996 filing season?(2)
1 Percentages add to more than 100 due to multiple responses.
2 Respondents who have ever filed electronic returns.
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None 18
1 to 50 66
Yes 22
No 78
Yes 72
No 28
TABLE 24 (CONT’D.)
Q: Did you file any electronic returns with the IRS in any of the following preceding filing seasons?(2)
Filing 
Season Yes No
Median 
Returns
1990 21 79 20
1991 33 67 14
1992 54 46 15
1993 74 26 15
1994 75 25 20
(2) Respondents who have ever filed electronic returns.
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OTHER INFORMATION
Other Information
In the final survey question, respondents were asked to provide any comments they had 
concerning their attitudes and opinions toward the IRS.
Given the sometimes mixed responses provided to earlier questions on the survey, not 
surprisingly, the comments received were also mixed. Quite a few respondents are of the 
opinion that there has been noticeable improvement in the attitude and service of IRS personnel 
over the past five or so years. Further, several respondents indicated that their experiences with 
the IRS have been generally good, often citing specific IRS offices that provided timely 
responses to their inquiries and relatively prompt resolution of issues.
However, there were many negative comments, which, in fact, far outnumbered the positive 
comments. Respondents most frequently expressed their belief that the attitude, competence, 
and service orientation of IRS personnel is in need of improvement. Toward this end, most 
respondents expounded upon various points addressed earlier in the survey, often citing 
experiences with IRS personnel who they believe were impolite, abusive, “heavy handed,” 
unreasonable, incompetent, and “out of touch with the real world.” Some respondents feel that 
IRS personnel “just don’t care” about assisting practitioners and taxpayers in resolving issues 
and fail to recognize that they should be acting on behalf of citizens. Similarly, many survey 
participants said that the IRS generally provides poor service, citing examples such as 
unanswered correspondence and what they consider to be often unreasonable and unnecessary 
delays in trying to resolve issues.
Respondents also frequently expressed their frustration with what they perceive as the IRS’s 
automatic presumption of taxpayers’ guilt (i.e., that taxpayers deliberately make mistakes and 
try to circumvent the law). There were also a number of respondents who feel that the IRS is 
focused only on raising revenues, citing aggressive imposition of penalties and “Gestapo-like” 
tactics of collection. Other common complaints lodged by respondents included: difficulties in 
getting through to IRS personnel (e.g., lines are always busy, they are often put on hold for long 
periods of time); inefficiencies caused by the involvement of many agents in a case, rather than 
one agent who starts on a case and sees it through to completion; and the inability to resolve 
cases before they go to the appellate level because division/field agents do not have the authority 
to make decisions.
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APPENDIX A
TABLE 25
1989 Results
EXPERIENCE WITH IRS OFFICE, 
FIELD AND LARGE CASE AUDITS
(Percentage Distributions)
Don’t Know/ Did Know/ 
No Opinion Had an Opinion
Q: How often are IRS audit 
personnel assigned to 
audits which are within 
their level of of com­
petence?
Office Audits 
Field Audits 
Large Case Audits
Q: How often are audits 
efficiently completed?
Office Audits 
Field Audits 
Large Case Audits
Q: Once an examination is 
complete, how often do 
IRS internal review 
procedures - prior to 
issuance of a "Report 
of Examination Changes" 
- appear efficient in 
resolving differences 
concerning the validity 
of issues?
Office Audits 
Field Audits 
Large Case Audits
Q: If the IRS examiner is 
not concluding the ex­
amination in a competent 
or efficient manner, how 
often are you able to 
speak with or otherwise 
contact the examiner's 
supervisor?
Office Audits 
Field Audits 
Large Case Audits
12 88
16 84
72 28
11 89
16 84
72 28
20 80
24 76
73 27
35 65
37 63
78 22
Did Know/Had an Opinion
Always Usually
Occa­
sionally Never
2 61 36 1
5 68 26 1
18 64 18
3 57 35 5
2 49 42 7
7 46 36 11
2 50 39 9
1 54 36 9
4 52 33 11
18 45 28 9
19 46 25 10
18 50 23 9
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TABLE 25 (Cont’d.)
1989 Results
EXPERIENCE WITH IRS OFFICE, 
FIELD AND LARGE CASE AUDITS
Q: When you have had con­
tact with the examiner's 
supervisor, how often 
does he/she act in an 
an appropriate manner?
(Percentage Distributions)
Don't Know/ Did Know/ 
No Opinion Had an Opinion
Did Know/Had an Opinion 
Occa- 
Always Usually sionally Never
Office Audits 37 63 10 54 28 8
Field Audits 40 60 10 55 28 7
Large Case Audits 79 21 10 57 24 9
Q: How often does the IRS 
propose adjustments of 
tax favorable to the tax­
payer when the auditor has 
discovered factors unknown 
to the taxpayer?
Office Audits 18 82
Field Audits 24 76
Large Case Audits 76 24
5 27 39 29
5 29 41 25
8 29 40 23
Q: How often are "Reports 
on Examination Changes” 
sufficiently detailed - 
containing adequate 
authoritative reference 
to the code, regulations, 
etc. - to allow the tax­
payer (or taxpayer's 
representative) to eval­
uate the appropriateness 
of the adjustment(s)?
Office Audits 13 87
Field Audits 17 83
Large Case Audits 73 27
6 47 33 14
7 54 30 9
11 52 26 11
Q: How often do your clients 
have confidence in the 
fairness of the IRS?
Office Audits 11 89
Field Audits 16 84
Large Case Audits 71 29
* 10
11
39
40
51
49* 17 35 48
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TABLE 25 (Cont’d.)
1989 Results
EXPERIENCE WITH IRS OFFICE, 
FIELD AND LARGE CASE AUDITS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Don't Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/ 
Had an Opinion
Did Know/Had an Opinion
Always Usually
Occa­
sionally Never
Q: The Mission Statement 
of the IRS states that 
the IRS will "advise 
the public of their 
rights and responsi­
bilities." How often 
do tax auditors advise 
taxpayers of their 
rights?
Office Audits 16 84 20 36 25 19
Field Audits 21 79 20 36 25 19
Large Case Audits 73 27 26 37 26 11
* Under 0.5%
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TABLE 26
1989 Results
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/Had an Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/ 
Had an Opinion Excellent Good Fair Poor
Overall competence:
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 1 24 55 20
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 2 43 45 10
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 13 46 33 8
Courtesy:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 16 50 28 6
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 19 58 20 3
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 20 54 21 5
Ease of Contacting:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 10 40 36 14
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 10 43 34 13
Large Case Audit Personnel 77 23 13 52 26 9
Experience:
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 1 24 49 26
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 43 44 10
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 17 54 21 8
Accounting Skills:
Office Audit Personnel 14 86 1 14 41 44
Field Audit Personnel 18 82 4 33 44 19
Large Case Audit Personnel 77 23 9 48 30 13
Reasonableness of requests 
for documentation:
Office Audit Personnel 9 91 3 30 44 23
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 4 40 43 13
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 4 50 38 8
Efforts to expedite the 
closing of the case:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 5 36 38 21
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 5 36 37 22
Large Case Audit Personnel 77 23 9 39 30 22
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TABLE 26 (Cont’d.)
1989 Results
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/Had an Opinion
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Did Know/ 
Had an Opinion Excellent Good Fair Poor
Understanding of the issues:
Office Audit Personnel 10 90 1 29 48 22
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 45 42 10
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 14 50 29 7
Understanding of the law:
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 1 27 45 27
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 43 43 11
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 17 50 29 4
Consistency in approach:
Office Audit Personnel 13 87 3 28 44 25
Field Audit Personnel 16 84 3 38 43 16
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 13 42 33 12
Impartiality:
Office Audit Personnel 12 88 2 26 39 33
Field Audit Personnel 18 82 3 30 39 28
Large Case Audit Personnel 76 24 4 29 38 29
Thoroughness:
Office Audit Personnel 11 89 3 29 49 19
Field Audit Personnel 17 83 3 41 46 10
Large Case Audit Personnel 77 23 9 52 30 9
Understanding the mission of 
the examination discussion:
Office Audit Personnel 19 81 2 31 46 21
Field Audit Personnel 23 77 5 39 43 13
Large Case Audit Personnel 78 22 14 41 36 9
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TABLE 27
1989 Results
Overall Competence:
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/ 
Don't Know/ Had an 
No Opinion Opinion
Automated collection system personnel 15
Field revenue officers 21
Courtesy:
Automated collection system personnel 13
Field revenue officers 20
Ease of contacting:
85
79
87
80
Did Know/Had an Opinion
Excellent Good Fair Poor
16 46 38
3 37 46 14
7 34 33 26
12 43 29 16
Automated collection system personnel 13
Field revenue officers 21
Experience:
Automated collection system personnel 19
Field revenue officers 22
Accounting skills:
Automated collection system personnel 29
Field revenue officers 30
Reasonableness of requests for documentation:
Automated collection system personnel 18
Field revenue officers 22
Efforts to expedite the closing of the case:
Automated collection system personnel 14
Field revenue officers 21
Understanding of the issues:
Automated collection system personnel 16
Field revenue officers 22
87
79
81
78
71
70
82
78
86
79
84
78
3 21 28 48
7 38 37 18
1 19 44 36
7 46 40 7
11 38 50
2 29 41 28
2 21 47 30
3 36 45 16
2 23 37 38
7 40 35 18
1 20 40 39
4 42 38 16
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TABLE 27 (Cont’d.)
1989 Results
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Did Know/ 
Don't Know/ Had an 
No Opinion Opinion
Did Know/Had an Opinion 
Excellent Good Fair Poor
understanding of the law:
Automated collection system personnel 
Field revenue officers
Consistency in approach:
Automated collection system personnel 
Field revenue officers
impartiality:
Automated collection system personnel 
Field revenue officers
thoroughness:
Automated collection system personnel 
Field revenue officers
understanding of the mission of the 
co1lection division:
Automated collection system personnel 
Field revenue officers
19 81 1 19 42 38
23 77 5 42 40 13
19 81 2 22 41 35
24 76 3 36 43 18
17 83 3 20 37 40
22 78 3 30 40 27
17 83 2 20 43 35
22 78 4 37 45 14
23 77 6 28 37 29
28 72 10 39 37 14
Under 0.5%
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APPENDIX B
TABLE 28
VARIATIONS IN RATING OF IRS GENERAL TOLL-FREE LINE 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
Ease of getting through to someone
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Excellent 1 2 * * *
Good 5 10 2 2 5
Fair 17 18 27 15 11
Poor 77 70 71 83 84
No Opinion * * * * *
Ease of finding the right person
Excellent * 1 * * *
Good 5 4 5 4 5
Fair 32 31 34 31 31
Poor 63 64 61 65 63
No Opinion * * * * 1
Timeliness of response to questions
Excellent 1 1 1 * *
Good 17 13 20 15 20
Fair 42 45 42 47 36
Poor 39 41 35 39 41
No Opinion 1 * 1 * 4
Accuracy of technical information given
Excellent * * * * 1
Good 15 13 20 11 15
Fair 45 41 49 49 42
Poor 29 29 22 31 32
No Opinion 11 17 8 8 10
Accuracy of general information given
Excellent 1 2 * * 3
Good 30 29 32 23 36
Fair 49 47 52 59 42
Poor 16 14 15 17 15
No Opinion 4 8 1 1 4
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 28 (CONT’D.)
IRS REGION
Cooperation of personnel
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Excellent 3 3 2 2 4
Good 41 47 46 35 36
Fair 41 41 37 40 47
Poor 15 9 15 23 13
No Opinion ♦ * * * 1
Ability of personnel to understand the problem
Excellent 1 * * 1 2
Good 19 17 26 15 20
Fair 49 55 46 52 46
Poor 31 28 28 33 33
No Opinion ♦ * * * *
Accounting skills of personnel
Excellent * 1 * 1 *
Good 7 6 7 5 10
Fair 28 27 28 29 29
Poor 41 41 41 45 36
No Opinion 24 25 24 21 26
Personnel’s understanding of the law
Excellent * 1 1 * *
Good 12 13 13 9 11
Fair 50 44 53 51 54
Poor 29 30 25 33 29
No Opinion 9 12 8 7 7
Consistency in response from one IRS employe to another
* Less than 0.5 percent.
Excellent 1 2 * * *
Good 12 10 11 11 16
Fair 32 38 35 31 25
Poor 38 34 39 42 38
No Opinion 17 16 15 16 22
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TABLE 28 (CONT’D.)
IRS REGION
Willingness to act in the 
taxpayer’s best interest
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Excellent 1 1 * ♦ 1
Good 11 13 14 7 11
Fair 43 46 45 42 40
Poor 40 35 35 43 46
No Opinion 5 5 6 7 3
Overall rating of toll-free line
Excellent * 1 * * *
Good 9 9 12 6 9
Fair 46 46 52 44 45
Poor 45 44 37 50 47
No Opinion * * * * *
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 29
VARIATIONS IN RATING OF IRS PRACTITIONER LINE 
(Percentage Distributions)
Ease of getting through to someone
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
IRS REGION 
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Excellent 10 16 4 15 8
Good 39 39 40 32 42
Fair 30 18 40 35 30
Poor 18 21 13 17 18
No Opinion 3 5 4 2 3
Ease of finding the right person
Excellent 11 11 4 15 13
Good 39 41 35 41 38
Fair 33 27 42 32 33
Poor 14 18 15 11 13
No Opinion 3 4 4 2 4
Timeliness of response to questions
Excellent 12 13 2 19 14
Good 43 45 48 39 43
Fair 30 29 40 28 28
Poor 10 11 6 11 8
No Opinion 5 4 4 4 8
Accuracy of technical information given
Excellent 9 14 4 9 6
Good 41 27 54 35 49
Fair 28 29 29 35 19
Poor 6 9 4 4 9
No Opinion 16 21 8 17 17
Accuracy of general information given
Excellent 11 18 2 11 11
Good 52 43 58 52 57
Fair 25 27 25 28 19
Poor 5 4 8 4 6
No Opinion 7 9 6 6 6
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TABLE 29 (CONT’D.)
IRS REGION
Cooperation of personnel
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western
Region
Excellent 21 25 17 22 20
Good 52 45 58 48 57
Fair 19 25 21 19 13
Poor 4 2 * 7 5
No Opinion 4 4 4 4 5
Ability of personnel to understand the problem
Excellent 15 13 15 19 15
Good 48 46 44 44 56
Fair 26 30 31 28 17
Poor 7 7 6 6 8
No Opinion 4 4 4 4 5
Accounting skills of personnel
Excellent 5 4 2 7 6
Good 23 20 19 28 25
Fair 34 36 42 32 28
Poor 11 13 15 9 10
No Opinion 27 29 23 24 30
Personnel’s understanding of the law
Excellent 7 5 6 11 5
Good 39 45 38 33 43
Fair 34 23 42 37 34
Poor 7 13 8 2 5
No Opinion 13 14 6 17 13
Consistency in response from one IRS employee to another
Excellent 6 7 2 7 4
Good 31 30 42 22 33
Fair 30 36 33 35 20
Poor 10 7 8 15 11
No Opinion 23 20 15 20 32
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 29 (CONT’D.)
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Willingness to act in the taxpayer’s best interest
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western
Region
Excellent 6 7 2 7 6
Good 31 32 27 32 32
Fair 38 34 52 41 29
Poor 16 16 10 15 22
No Opinion 9 11 8 6 11
Overall rating of toll-free line
Excellent 11 9 2 15 15
Good 44 50 42 41 45 ■
Fair 30 21 46 30 24
Poor 11 16 6 11 12
No Opinion 4 4 4 4 4
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TABLE 30
VARIATIONS IN COMPUTER GENERATED NOTICES 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: How often do the current computer generated notices sufficiently explain the basis of the 
adjustment of tax, penalties, or interest?
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Resp. Region Region Region Region
Always 2 2 1 * 2
Usually 37 40 39 30 39
Occasionally 53 54 49 57 53
Never 7 4 8 12 6
Don’t Know/No Opinion 1 * 2 1 1
Q: If computer generated notices are deficient, what information is missing? (1)
Precise explanation of the issue 87 83 88 91 86
Precise explanation of penalties 44 46 42 47 42
Precise calculation of interest 45 50 41 49 38
Taxpayer identifying information 1 1 2 2 *
Other 8 5 11 7 10
Q: Please check below the statement that, on balance, best describes the computer generated notices 
your clients receive from the IRS:
The notice typically raises a 
completely valid issue
16 19 21 14 12
The notice typically raises a 
partially valid issue
67 65 63 67 70
The notice typically raises a 
completely invalid issue
14 13 13 13 17
Don’t know/no opinion 3 4 3 6 2
Q: After receiving your response to a computer generated notice, how often does the IRS resolve the 
issue on a timely basis?
* Less than 0.5 percent.
(1) Respondents were asked to check all that apply.
Always 2 3 2 2 1
Usually 39 44 38 35 37
Occasionally 49 46 51 49 50
Never 8 5 7 12 10
Don’t know/no opinion 2 2 3 2 2
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TABLE 30 (CONT’D.)
Q: What are the most common issues raised on valid computer generated notices?
IRS REGION
Total Percentage of Total # of Mentions
# of Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Mentions Region Region Region Region
Document matching/unreported 339 28 22 21 29
income
Incorrect estimated taxes 236 28 20 25 27
Late or no filing 100 35 17 18 26
Late or missing payroll tax deposits 86 30 16 30 22
Late payments 85 35 18 20 26
Missing, incomplete, incorrect forms 85 18 25 28 28
Penalties and/or interest 69 20 14 35 30
Underpayment of tax 54 33 15 19 31
Calculation errors 45 36 27 24 13
Form 1098 matching issues 11 27 27 9 36
Other 80 26 16 24 33
Q: What are the most common issues raised on invalid computer generated notices?
IRS REGION
Total Percentage of Total # of Mentions
# of Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Mentions Region Region Region Region
Errors in estimated tax payments 226 31 21 24 22
Document matching/unreported 206 29 25 13 33
income
Late filing/lost return 98 40 18 19 20
Disallowed deductions 81 21 22 20 37
Missing, incomplete, incorrect forms 77 26 22 14 36
Late or missing payroll tax deposits 58 19 19 38 24
OBRA ‘93 deferred payment 58 24 26 28 22
installment issues
Calculation errors 38 24 32 16 24
Penalties and/or interest 35 17 14 31 37
Form 1098 matching issues 24 21 25 21 33
Earned income credit 13 15 15 15 54
Other 43 42 16 21 21
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TABLE 31
VARIATIONS IN CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE IRS 
(Percentage Distributions)
To approximately what percentage of your correspondence does the IRS respond?
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Northeast
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Under 40% 10 7 11 12 11
40% to 59% 15 14 10 19 16
60% to 79% 16 18 13 19 16
80% to 99% 35 31 42 28 40
100% 24 31 24 23 17
Median Percent 85 87 87 80 83
Of that correspondence that is responded to, what is the approximate average number of 
days from the date of your correspondence to the date you receive a substantive response 
from the IRS?
Under 30 Days 8 10 13 4 4
30 to 59 days 43 42 41 52 39
60 to 89 days 34 37 31 29 39
Over 89 days 15 11 15 16 18
Median # of Days 58 58 56 56 65
How often does the IRS send - in a timely fashion - notices and written communications to the 
taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney (Form 2848) on file?
Always 9 9 8 6 10
Usually 52 55 58 50 47
Occasionally 26 21 22 31 33
Never 3 3 2 2 3
Don’t know/no opinion 10 12 11 10 9
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TABLE 32
VARIATIONS IN EXPERIENCE WITH IRS OFFICE, FIELD, AND LARGE CASE AUDITS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: How often are IRS audit personnel assigned to audits which are within their level of competence?
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 15 15 18 18 12
Did know/had opinion 85 85 82 82 88
Always 4 4 2 5 3
Usually 62 63 67 61 59
Occasionally 32 31 29 31 37
Never 2 2 2 3 2
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 18 18 17 20 17
Did know/had opinion 82 83 83 80 83
Always 5 6 5 5 6
Usually 65 65 64 66 65
Occasionally 28 27 30 25 29
Never 2 2 2 3 1
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 73 76 74 73
Did know/had opinion 26 27 24 26 27
Always 15 12 19 11 22
Usually 62 63 61 61 57
Occasionally 19 26 17 24 16
Never 4 * 3 5 6
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: How often are audits efficiently completed?
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 14 15 16 15 12
Did know/had opinion 86 85 84 85 88
Always 5 8 4 3 5
Usually 57 59 60 61 50
Occasionally 35 29 34 31 42
Never 3 4 2 5 3
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 18 20 16 19 17
Did know/had opinion 82 80 84 81 83
Always 5 7 3 3 4
Usually 44 41 48 47 42
Occasionally 44 44 43 42 48
Never 7 8 6 8 6
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 75 74 76 76 75
Did know/had opinion 25 26 24 24 25
Always 8 8 6 6 9
Usually 36 29 34 37 46
Occasionally 40 46 49 46 26
Never 16 17 11 11 20
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TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: Once an examination is complete, how often do IRS internal review procedures — prior to issuance of 
a “Report of Examination Charges” -- appear efficient in resolving differences concerning the validity 
of issues?
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 26 26 29 26 25
Did know/had opinion 74 74 71 74 75
Always 4 5 1 4 7
Usually 54 57 53 59 46
Occasionally 32 28 43 24 35
Never 9 11 4 13 12
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 28 28 28 28 28
Did know/had opinion 72 72 72 72 72
Always 3 4 * 2 4
Usually 51 51 56 52 49
Occasionally 36 34 40 32 36
Never 10 10 4 14 11
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 77 74 78 78 79
Did know/had opinion 23 26 22 23 21
Always 9 7 10 3 13
Usually 43 48 42 41 41
Occasionally 35 35 42 41 26
Never 13 11 7 16 21
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: If the IRS examiner is not concluding the examination in a competent manner, how often are you able 
to speak with or otherwise contact the examiner’s supervisor?
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 42 51 39 44 35
Did know/had opinion 58 50 62 56 65
Always 19 17 15 28 19
Usually 45 42 54 46 39
Occasionally 26 33 24 16 31
Never 10 8 7 11 11
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 42 49 39 42 37
Did know/had opinion 58 51 61 59 63
Always 19 11 18 28 20
Usually 46 50 51 42 41
Occasionally 28 31 26 23 30
Never 7 8 6 7 9
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 82 81 83 81 81
Did know/had opinion 18 19 17 19 19
Always 22 20 20 27 32
Usually 44 57 52 39 27
Occasionally 22 14 24 19 32
Never 11 9 4 15 9
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TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: When you have had contact with the examiner’s supervisor, how often does he/she act in an 
appropriate manner?
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
IRS REGION 
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 43 52 41 43 35
Did know/had opinion 57 48 59 57 65
Always 12 15 7 16 12
Usually 53 46 59 52 52
Occasionally 28 26 29 27 31
Never 7 12 6 6 5
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 42 52 40 41 37
Did know/had opinion 58 48 61 59 63
Always 12 11 8 17 10
Usually 54 46 58 51 53
Occasionally 30 33 24 26 36
Never 4 11 10 6 2
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 83 82 82 82 82
Did know/had opinion 17 18 18 18 18
Always 12 9 4 16 19
Usually 47 47 60 40 45
Occasionally 29 34 28 28 32
Never 12 9 8 16 3
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TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: How often are “Reports of Examination of Charges” sufficiently detailed -- containing adequate 
authoritative reference to the Code, regulations, etc. - to allow the taxpayer (or taxpayer’s 
representative) to evaluate the appropriateness of the adjustment(s)?
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 18 18 20 21 13
Did know/had opinion 82 82 80 79 87
Always 9 10 8 11 7
Usually 49 50 45 53 45
Occasionally 30 26 35 28 36
Never 12 14 12 8 12
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 20 21 18 22 17
Did know/had opinion 80 79 82 78 83
Always 10 9 10 12 11
Usually 54 58 53 57 50
Occasionally 29 25 31 26 33
Never 7 9 7 5 6
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 76 75 76 76 77
Did know/had opinion 24 25 24 24 23
Always 17 16 17 12 19
Usually 50 53 49 41 55
Occasionally 25 22 23 38 21
Never 8 9 11 9 5
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TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: How often does the IRS propose adjustments of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the auditor has 
discovered facts unknown to the taxpayer?
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Office Audits
Resp. Region Region Region Region
Don’t know/no opinion 26 26 28 28 23
Did know/had opinion 74 74 72 72 77
Always 4 6 2 4 5
Usually 27 28 29 27 22
Occasionally 39 35 43 43 42
Never 30 31 26 26 31
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 29 30 27 30 28
Did know/had opinion 71 70 73 70 72
Always 4 7 1 4 5
Usually 27 25 30 30 25
Occasionally 39 38 46 35 41
Never 30 30 23 32 30
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 79 78 82 78 81
Did know/had opinion 21 22 19 22 20
Always 5 7 4 * 6
Usually 24 27 30 19 14
Occasionally 38 42 48 41 36
Never 33 24 19 41 44
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: How often do your clients have confidence in the fairness of the IRS?
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 15 17 17 15 11
Did know/had opinion 85 83 83 85 90
Always 1 1 * 1 1
Usually 11 11 11 9 9
Occasionally 39 42 38 35 42
Never 49 46 51 55 48
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 18 20 16 18 15
Did know/had opinion 82 80 84 82 85
Always 1 1 1 * 1
Usually 10 9 10 10 12
Occasionally 40 46 41 33 41
Never 49 44 49 58 46
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 75 73 78 75 74
Did know/had opinion 25 27 22 25 26
Always * 4 * ♦ 4
Usually 12 14 6 11 13
Occasionally 36 37 44 36 26
Never 52 45 50 53 57
Less than 0.5 percent.
-114-
TABLE 32 (CONT’D.)
Q: The Mission Statement of the IRS states that the IRS will “advise the public of their rights and 
responsibilities.” How often do tax auditors advise taxpayers of their rights?
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 19 23 22 18 14
Did know/had opinion 81 77 78 82 86
Always 26 25 31 22 26
Usually 42 44 38 46 39
Occasionally 21 22 21 21 20
Never 11 8 11 12 15
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 21 22 22 23 17
Did know/had opinion 79 78 78 78 83
Always 27 28 30 22 26
Usually 41 39 38 42 41
Occasionally 21 25 23 21 19
Never 11 9 10 15 14
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 78 75 79 79 78
Did know/had opinion 22 25 21 21 23
Always 27 22 27 20 32
Usually 36 37 37 37 37
Occasionally 27 33 27 27 22
Never 9 9 10 17 10
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TABLE 33
VARIATIONS IN RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Overall Competence
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
IRS REGION 
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 10 9 12 14 7
Did know/had opinion 90 91 88 86 93
Excellent 2 1 2 4 1
Good 28 33 26 31 23
Fair 51 47 51 50 54
Poor 19 19 21 15 22
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 12 12 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 88 88 90 87 89
Excellent 3 4 3 3 5
Good 38 40 37 36 35
Fair 47 47 46 49 44
Poor 12 9 15 11 15
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 69 76 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 31 24 26 24
Excellent 8 10 11 * 11
Good 42 38 43 43 49
Fair 35 43 36 36 27
Poor 15 10 11 21 14
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Overall Professionalism
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 10 8 12 13 7
Did know/had opinion 90 92 88 87 93
Excellent 4 5 4 7 4
Good 32 37 31 36 29
Fair 48 44 51 43 48
Poor 16 15 14 14 19
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 12 11 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 88 89 90 87 89
Excellent 7 7 6 9 7
Good 42 42 43 44 39
Fair 42 41 42 39 44
Poor 9 9 9 9 10
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 76 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 24 26 25
Excellent 12 14 14 4 11
Good 46 37 50 46 49
Fair 31 37 21 29 35
Poor 12 12 14 21 5
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Courtesy
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Office Audits
Resp. Region Region Region Region
Don’t know/no opinion 9 7 12 13 7
Did know/had opinion 91 93 88 87 93
Excellent 14 15 11 18 13
Good 54 48 64 51 53
Fair 24 26 21 25 26
Poor 8 11 4 6 8
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 11 11 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 89 89 90 87 89
Excellent 18 21 15 21 16
Good 54 53 57 51 56
Fair 24 20 27 22 25
Poor 4 6 2 6 3
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 73 68 75 75 76
Did know/had opinion 27 32 25 25 24
Excellent 22 23 21 22 22
Good 41 41 52 41 41
Fair 30 25 28 33 30
Poor 7 11 * 4 8
Less than 0.5 percent
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Ease of Contacting
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
IRS REGION 
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 9 7 12 13 7
Did know/had opinion 91 93 88 88 93
Excellent 11 13 8 15 9
Good 42 37 54 41 39
Fair 31 33 25 28 36
Poor 16 18 13 16 17
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 11 11 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 89 90 90 87 89
Excellent 10 12 8 12 10
Good 44 45 43 46 39
Fair 34 28 38 33 38
Poor 12 15 12 9 13
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 76 75 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 24 25 24
Excellent 15 12 21 15 14
Good 38 40 39 37 43
Fair 35 30 32 37 35
Poor 12 19 7 11 8
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Experience
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Office Audits
Resp. Region Region Region Region
Don’t know/no opinion 11 9 14 14 8
Did know/had opinion 89 91 86 86 92
Excellent 3 3 3 6 4
Good 28 33 34 30 18
Fair 47 46 42 48 54
Poor 21 18 22 17 25
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 12 12 11 13 12
Did know/had opinion 88 88 90 87 88
Excellent 4 4 5 5 5
Good 47 49 42 50 43
Fair 39 38 40 38 39
Poor 10 9 13 7 13
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 69 77 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 31 23 26 24
Excellent 11 10 11 11 16
Good 58 55 56 54 60
Fair 23 31 26 25 14
Poor 8 5 7 11 11
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Accounting Skills
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
IRS REGION 
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 16 14 17 24 12
Did know/had opinion 84 86 83 76 88
Excellent 2 3 2 3 2
Good 20 20 23 26 13
Fair 43 46 41 43 41
Poor 35 31 34 29 44
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 15 14 12 21 14
Did know/had opinion 85 86 88 79 86
Excellent 4 4 3 4 4
Good 35 36 35 41 33
Fair 41 41 42 38 40
Poor 20 19 20 17 24
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 75 69 77 75 76
Did know/had opinion 25 31 23 25 24
Excellent 8 10 11 * 14
Good 40 38 37 52 39
Fair 36 36 41 33 31
Poor 16 17 11 15 17
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Reasonableness of Requests for Documentation
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 9 7 12 13 7
Did know/had opinion 91 93 88 88 93
Excellent 4 4 4 6 4
Good 32 33 33 36 26
Fair 45 45 45 44 47
Poor 19 18 18 14 22
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 11 11 10 13 12
Did know/had opinion 89 89 90 87 88
Excellent 6 5 4 4 7
Good 38 45 38 39 30
Fair 40 34 47 39 45
Poor 16 16 11 18 19
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 76 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 24 26 24
Excellent 4 9 4 * 5
Good 42 37 46 39 41
Fair 31 26 25 39 35
Poor 23 28 25 21 19
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Efforts to Facilitate a Fair Resolution of the Case
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 10 7 13 13 7
Did know/had opinion 90 93 87 88 93
Excellent 4 5 4 7 2
Good 36 44 35 34 31
Fair 39 32 37 37 47
Poor 21 19 24 21 20
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 12 11 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 88 89 90 87 89
Excellent 3 6 2 3 4
Good 41 44 42 39 38
Fair 39 36 42 34 43
Poor 17 14 15 24 15
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 76 74 77
Did know/had opinion 26 32 24 26 23
Excellent 7 9 7 7 6
Good 35 33 50 25 29
Fair 35 35 29 32 49
Poor 23 23 14 36 17
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Appropriateness of Taxpayer Penalty Assertions
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 15 12 20 17 12
Did know/had opinion 85 88 80 83 88
Excellent 3 3 2 6 4
Good 29 34 31 29 24
Fair 44 44 42 45 45
Poor 24 18 26 20 27
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 17 17 16 17 17
Did know/had opinion 83 84 84 83 83
Excellent 3 4 2 4 5
Good 34 40 30 29 32
Fair 41 37 45 46 39
Poor 22 19 23 22 24
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 77 71 78 79 78
Did know/had opinion 23 29 22 21 22
Excellent 4 3 4 * 6
Good 26 26 36 26 30
Fair 43 49 48 39 33
Poor 26 23 12 35 30
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Appropriateness of Preparer Penalty Assertions
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 51 49 50 58 50
Did know/had opinion 49 51 50 42 50
Excellent 14 13 10 15 15
Good 41 41 48 42 35
Fair 29 32 22 29 32
Poor 16 14 19 14 18
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 53 52 48 60 50
Did know/had opinion 47 48 52 40 50
Excellent 15 15 9 15 19
Good 42 38 52 42 40
Fair 28 29 22 33 29
Poor 15 18 18 10 13
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 86 84 86 88 85
Did know/had opinion 14 16 14 12 15
Excellent 14 18 6 ♦ 18
Good 29 18 50 31 32
Fair 43 36 38 62 36
Poor 14 27 6 8 14
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Efforts to Expedite the Closing of the Case
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 10 7 12 13 8
Did know/had opinion 90 93 88 87 92
Excellent 8 7 10 12 6
Good 37 37 38 36 35
Fair 37 39 39 34 35
Poor 19 17 13 19 24
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 12 11 11 13 12
Did know/had opinion 88 89 90 87 88
Excellent 6 6 6 7 7
Good 34 33 37 33 34
Fair 35 36 40 34 32
Poor 25 25 17 27 28
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 76 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 24 26 24
Excellent 8 7 11 4 3
Good 27 19 36 29 36
Fair 38 35 36 39 44
Poor 27 40 18 29 17
-126-
TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Understanding of the Issues
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
IRS REGION 
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 10 8 12 13 7
Did know/had opinion 90 92 88 87 93
Excellent 4 6 4 7 3
Good 28 33 26 30 22
Fair 49 43 49 49 52
Poor 19 18 21 14 24
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 11 11 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 89 89 90 87 89
Excellent 6 5 3 7 6
Good 39 43 38 41 37
Fair 43 42 45 42 43
Poor 12 10 14 10 14
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 76 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 24 26 24
Excellent 8 7 11 7 16
Good 42 40 39 43 46
Fair 35 42 32 29 27
Poor 15 12 18 21 11
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Understanding of the Law
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 10 8 12 14 8
Did know/had opinion 90 92 88 86 92
Excellent 3 4 3 7 1
Good 27 33 26 28 21
Fair 48 43 50 47 51
Poor 22 20 21 19 28
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 12 12 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 88 88 90 87 89
Excellent 6 6 5 7 5
Good 40 41 38 43 38
Fair 43 43 42 39 47
Poor 11 10 16 11 10
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 76 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 24 26 24
Excellent 8 7 14 * 16
Good 46 44 36 54 46
Fair 35 42 32 32 22
Poor 11 7 18 14 16
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Consistency in Approach
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
IRS REGION 
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 14 11 16 19 10
Did know/had opinion 86 89 84 81 90
Excellent 3 3 4 6 1
Good 33 34 33 41 26
Fair 41 42 43 34 44
Poor 23 21 21 20 29
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 15 15 14 18 14
Did know/had opinion 85 85 87 82 86
Excellent 3 4 4 5 3
Good 38 37 37 42 34
Fair 39 40 38 35 41
Poor 20 19 21 17 22
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 69 77 74 77
Did know/had opinion 26 31 23 26 23
Excellent 4 2 7 ♦ 11
Good 38 33 33 36 49
Fair 35 45 44 36 14
Poor 23 19 15 29 26
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Impartiality
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Office Audits
Resp. Region Region Region Region
Don’t know/no opinion 12 10 16 15 8
Did know/had opinion 88 90 84 85 92
Excellent 4 7 2 7 3
Good 30 32 28 32 27
Fair 40 37 41 37 43
Poor 26 24 30 23 27
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 13 14 12 13 13
Did know/had opinion 87 86 88 87 87
Excellent 5 6 3 7 3
Good 31 32 33 30 29
Fair 39 39 37 38 43
Poor 25 23 28 26 24
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 77 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 23 26 24
Excellent ♦ 2 * 4 ♦
Good 27 26 33 21 30
Fair 38 37 41 32 35
Poor 35 35 26 43 35
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Thoroughness
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Office Audits
Resp. Region Region Region Region
Don’t know/no opinion 10 8 13 13 7
Did know/had opinion 90 92 87 88 93
Excellent 4 5 3 7 2
Good 30 29 31 30 31
Fair 47 50 47 44 45
Poor 19 16 19 18 22
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 12 12 10 13 11
Did know/had opinion 88 88 90 87 89
Excellent 5 7 3 6 5
Good 37 37 36 43 33
Fair 43 43 47 35 46
Poor 15 13 15 16 15
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 74 68 77 74 76
Did know/had opinion 26 32 23 26 24
Excellent 4 5 11 4 6
Good 38 26 26 50 50
Fair 42 51 52 29 36
Poor 15 19 11 18 8
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Understanding the Mission of the Examination Division
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 22 18 26 20 22
Did know/had opinion 78 82 75 80 78
Excellent 6 6 8 7 5
Good 31 34 29 35 27
Fair 44 42 44 43 45
Poor 19 18 19 16 22
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 22 21 25 20 22
Did know/had opinion 78 79 75 80 78
Excellent 8 7 10 5 10
Good 36 39 32 39 31
Fair 41 39 41 41 45
Poor 15 16 17 16 14
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 76 72 79 75 78
Did know/had opinion 24 28 21 25 22
Excellent 4 3 17 * 3
Good 33 34 25 37 30
Fair 42 40 38 41 42
Poor 21 24 21 22 24
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 33 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS AUDIT PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
Ability to Manage Adversary Aspect of Practitioner Relationships
IRS REGION
Office Audits
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Don’t know/no opinion 15 14 15 19 12
Did know/had opinion 85 86 85 81 88
Excellent 2 1 3 4 3
Good 29 32 27 33 27
Fair 48 45 52 47 50
Poor 20 22 18 16 20
Field Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 17 18 14 19 15
Did know/had opinion 83 82 86 81 85
Excellent 5 6 4 4 5
Good 40 39 37 43 39
Fair 40 36 43 39 43
Poor 15 19 16 14 13
Large Case Audits
Don’t know/no opinion 75 70 77 75 77
Did know/had opinion 25 30 23 25 23
Excellent 4 * 11 * 11
Good 36 34 26 33 49
Fair 40 42 52 44 23
Poor 20 24 11 22 17
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 34
VARIATIONS IN HANDLING OF CASES WITH THE IRS COLLECTIONS DIVISION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Approximately what percentage of your cases with the IRS Collection Division are handled 
effectively?
All 
Resp.
Cases Handled by ACS Personnel
Under 20% 14
20% -39% 13
40% -59% 24
60% -79% 22
80%-99% 21
100% 6
Median Percentage 58
Cases handled by Field Revenue Officers
Under 20% 9
20% -39% 9
40%-59% 19
60% -79% 20
80%-99% 31
100% 12
Median Percentage 72
IRS REGION
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
13 18 13 12
14 10 12 13
22 24 27 26
27 19 20 24
20 21 19 24
4 9 10 2
61 57 58 59
8 8 9 9
10 5 8 14
14 28 19 18
24 14 21 21
31 32 30 31
13 14 14 7
74 74 73 68
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TABLE 35
VARIATIONS IN REASONS IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL ARE 
EFFECTIVE/INEFFECTIVE IN HELPING TO RESOLVE ISSUES 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Please indicate below the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field 
revenue officers (FROs) were effective in helping you to resolve the issues.
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western
Region
ACS Personnel
Willing to help/cooperative 69 67 70 71 69
Knowledgeable/capable/ 
experienced
39 40 41 40 37
Reasonable/fair/flexible 48 48 43 46 55
Politeness 67 62 73 71 65
Not threatening 54 47 53 64 53
Not forceful 39 35 40 41 40
No previous experience 
with IRS employee
25 21 33 32 16
Other reasons * 1 ♦ * *
Field Revenue Officers
Willing to help/cooperative 71 71 72 70 74
Knowledgeable/capable/ 
experienced
65 65 57 75 63
Reasonable/fair/flexible 55 51 54 51 64
Politeness 60 57 62 61 59
Not threatening 42 36 46 46 41
Not forceful 27 27 31 25 26
No previous experience 
with IRS employee
31 26 33 41 26
Other reasons 1 1 * 2 *
* Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 35 (CONT’D.)
Q: Please indicate below the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field 
revenue officers (FROs) were ineffective in helping you to resolve the issues.
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
ACS Personnel
Unwilling to help/uncooperative 53 50 48 60 53
Unknowledgeable/inexperienced 68 68 65 69 70
Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible 59 60 57 60 58
Impoliteness 30 25 31 34 28
Threatening 35 32 38 37 35
Forceful 36 37 39 34 36
No previous experience 
with IRS employee
14 11 11 18 16
Other reasons 7 9 5 7 7
Field Revenue Officers
Unwilling to help/uncooperative 39 36 36 45 36
Unknowledgeable/inexperienced 37 38 39 32 36
Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible 55 50 49 62 58
Impoliteness 30 30 25 36 31
Threatening 53 50 55 58 53
Forceful 50 42 48 52 58
No previous experience 
with IRS employee
14 11 16 17 13
Other reasons 3 5 3 6 *
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 36
VARIATIONS IN RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
Overall Professionalism
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 11 10 11 11 12
Did know/had opinion 89 90 89 89 88
Excellent 3 4 3 3 5
Good 27 22 33 26 28
Fair 46 54 36 47 46
Poor 24 21 29 24 21
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 18 16 19 21 18
Did know/had opinion 82 84 81 79 83
Excellent 7 9 8 4 7
Good 45 39 44 48 50
Fair 35 38 38 36 32
Poor 12 15 10 12 11
Overall Competence
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 12 10 11 12 13
Did know/had opinion 88 90 89 88 87
Excellent 2 2 1 3 3
Good 23 20 29 23 20
Fair 50 54 43 49 54
Poor 25 24 28 26 23
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 18 16 19 21 18
Did know/had opinion 82 84 81 79 83
Excellent 4 5 2 3 5
Good 47 44 48 47 50
Fair 39 38 43 40 35
Poor 10 13 7 10 10
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TABLE 36 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
Courtesy
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 11 9 11 11 11
Did know/had opinion 89 91 89 89 89
Excellent 8 6 7 8 11
Good 39 46 38 34 39
Fair 37 35 32 44 35
Poor 16 13 24 13 16
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 18 15 19 20 18
Did know/had opinion 82 85 81 80 82
Excellent 12 13 10 9 13
Good 49 45 51 49 51
Fair 28 30 30 26 29
Poor 11 12 9 17 8
Ease of Contacting
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 10 9 11 10 10
Did know/had opinion 90 91 89 91 90
Excellent 3 4 1 5 3
Good 21 27 19 17 21
Fair 33 31 32 33 36
Poor 42 38 49 45 39
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 18 16 20 21 18
Did know/had opinion 82 84 80 80 83
Excellent 6 9 3 5 8
Good 44 43 40 51 43
Fair 35 31 43 33 35
Poor 15 17 14 12 14
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TABLE 36 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Experience
Resp. Region Region Region Region
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 16 15 17 16 17
Did know/had opinion 84 85 83 84 83
Excellent 2 1 1 3 5
Good 21 24 25 19 21
Fair 55 53 54 55 56
Poor 21 22 20 23 18
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 20 16 22 24 18
Did know/had opinion 80 84 78 76 82
Excellent 7 6 8 5 10
Good 58 60 51 62 57
Fair 29 27 38 26 29
Poor 6 8 3 7 5
Accounting Skills
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 27 24 25 27 31
Did know/had opinion 73 76 75 73 69
Excellent 1 1 * 1 2
Good 14 12 21 15 8
Fair 42 48 41 44 40
Poor 42 40 38 40 50
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 28 27 26 29 29
Did know/had opinion 72 73 74 71 71
Excellent 3 3 * 3 2
Good 39 40 38 40 35
Fair 40 37 48 37 42
Poor 18 20 14 20 21
Less than 0.5 percent.
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TABLE 36 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Resp. Region Region Region Region
Efforts to Facilitate a Fair Resolution of the Case
Reasonableness of Requests for Documentation
10
90
12
88
12
88
14
86
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 
Did know/had opinion
13
87
Excellent 2 1 1 4 3
Good 29 28 29 28 28
Fair 53 55 50 53 54
Poor 16 16 20 14 15
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 19 16 20 21 19
Did know/had opinion 81 84 80 80 81
Excellent 5 5 1 4 7
Good 43 45 45 45 39
Fair 40 32 47 42 41
Poor 12 19 7 10 13
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 11 10 11 10 12
Did know/had opinion 89 91 89 90 88
Excellent 2 2 ♦ 3 4
Good 28 26 33 26 28
Fair 43 48 38 43 41
Poor 27 25 30 28 28
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 18 16 19 21 18
Did know/had opinion 82 84 81 80 83
Excellent 6 6 1 4 10
Good 40 38 52 42 34
Fair 35 34 33 37 37
Poor 18 21 13 18 20
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TABLE 36 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Efforts to Expedite the Closing of the Case
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 11 9 12 10 12
Did know/had opinion 89 91 89 90 88
Excellent 4 4 3 4 7
Good 26 26 26 21 30
Fair 48 48 47 54 43
Poor 21 22 24 21 21
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 18 16 19 20 18
Did know/had opinion 82 84 81 80 83
Excellent 9 6 8 8 11
Good 40 43 46 41 35
Fair 33 34 34 32 32
Poor 18 17 12 19 22
Understanding of the Issues
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 11 9 11 10 14
Did know/had opinion 89 91 89 91 86
Excellent 2 3 1 3 3
Good 22 22 23 23 21
Fair 45 39 48 48 47
Poor 30 36 29 26 29
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 18 15 19 20 18
Did know/had opinion 82 85 81 80 83
Excellent 6 6 4 4 10
Good 50 48 58 47 46
Fair 32 32 29 34 33
Poor 12 14 9 15 12
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TABLE 36 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
All Northeast Midstates Southeast Western
Understanding of the Law
Resp. Region Region Region Region
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 15 14 15 15 18
Did know/had opinion 85 87 85 85 82
Excellent 2 2 1 3 3
Good 24 27 27 22 18
Fair 45 36 47 50 48
Poor 29 36 25 26 31
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 19 17 21 21 19
Did know/had opinion 81 83 79 80 81
Excellent 6 5 9 5 8
Good 53 55 53 50 51
Fair 28 25 28 33 31
Poor 12 15 9 13 10
Consistency in Approach
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 18 17 18 16 18
Did know/had opinion 82 83 82 84 82
Excellent 4 1 3 4 5
Good 26 28 26 22 28
Fair 45 47 40 51 44
Poor 26 25 31 23 23
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 24 22 23 27 22
Did know/had opinion 76 78 77 73 78
Excellent 4 3 4 3 7
Good 45 51 44 42 42
Fair 35 32 40 35 36
Poor 16 14 13 20 15
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TABLE 36 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
Impartiality
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 15 13 18 14 14
Did know/had opinion 85 87 82 86 86
Excellent 4 2 2 4 6
Good 27 25 30 24 29
Fair 42 51 31 45 39
Poor 27 22 37 27 25
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 20 18 24 21 18
Did know/had opinion 80 82 76 79 82
Excellent 5 3 4 4 7
Good 35 39 33 34 36
Fair 36 34 44 35 35
Poor 24 24 19 26 22
Thoroughness
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 14 12 16 13 16
Did know/had opinion 86 89 84 87 84
Excellent 2 3 3 2 4
Good 24 25 28 23 23
Fair 51 54 45 49 55
Poor 22 19 24 26 18
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 19 16 21 21 19
Did know/had opinion 81 84 79 79 81
Excellent 5 4 5 4 7
Good 44 50 40 42 45
Fair 38 33 48 40 36
Poor 12 13 8 13 12
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TABLE 36 (CONT’D.)
RATING OF IRS COLLECTION PERSONNEL 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
Understanding the Mission 
of the Examination Division
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 23 21 25 21 25
Did know/had opinion 77 79 75 79 76
Excellent 6 5 5 3 11
Good 32 34 39 29 32
Fair 42 39 41 47 40
Poor 19 23 15 22 18
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 28 26 32 29 26
Did know/had opinion 72 74 68 71 74
Excellent 10 12 9 7 12
Good 46 41 48 46 49
Fair 32 32 32 36 29
Poor 12 15 11 11 11
Ability to Manage Adversary
Aspect of Practitioner Relationships
ACS Personnel
Don’t know/no opinion 17 15 16 18 19
Did know/had opinion 83 85 84 82 81
Excellent 4 2 4 4 4
Good 22 24 21 21 22
Fair 45 44 44 45 47
Poor 30 29 31 30 27
Field Revenue Officers
Don’t know/no opinion 21 20 22 23 22
Did know/had opinion 79 80 78 77 78
Excellent 6 6 6 6 8
Good 37 38 37 32 41
Fair 38 35 41 45 32
Poor 19 21 16 17 20
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TABLE 37
VARIATIONS IN INTERVIEWING REPRESENTED TAXPAYERS 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: In your experience, have agents still insisted on interviewing taxpayers whom you represented?
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Yes 36 25 40 39 40
No 53 63 50 48 51
Not sure 11 12 11 13 9
If yes, why did the agent insist on the interview?®
Agent’s policy or inter­
pretation of the statute
51 43 51 57 51
Taxpayer was the most appro­
priate person to interview under the 
circumstances
31 27 39 29 30
District policy or interpretation of 
the statute
31 36 39 28 24
Group Manager/Branch Chief 
policy or interpretation of the 
statute
27 48 23 26 19
Representative is responsible for 
unreasonable delay or hindrance
4 5 5 2 3
Other reasons 9 2 9 9 13
Q: Has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject the taxpayer to adverse 
consequences?
Yes 18 14 22 17 22
No 64 68 59 66 62
Not sure 18 18 20 17 16
(1) Respondents were asked to check all that apply.
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TABLE 37 (CONT’D.)
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
If yes, what consequences were implied? (D
More stringent request for docu­
mentation
75 80 71 76 73
Denial of deduction 47 28 52 48 54
Refusal to conduct examination 
in representative’s office
37 36 42 28 39
Penalties 24 12 23 40 22
Other consequences 11 8 10 16 12
Q: Has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject you to adverse consequences?
Yes 7 5 10 5 6
No 82 84 78 83 84
Not sure 11 11 12 12 10
If yes, what consequences were implied? (1)
Preparer penalties 58 44 53 88 60
Referral to Director of Practice 30 44 40 25 10
Other consequences 28 33 27 ♦ 40
* Less than 0.5 percent.
(1) Respondents were asked to check all that apply.
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TABLE 38
VARIATIONS IN PLACE OF EXAMINATION 
(Percentage Distributions)
Q: Have you ever asked an agent to conduct the taxpayer examination at a place other than the 
taxpayer’s residence or place of business?
IRS REGION
All 
Resp.
Northeast 
Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western
Region
Yes 74 72 72 72 79
No 26 28 28 28 21
If yes, in approximately what percentage of the cases did the agent agree with the request?
Less than 25% 2 1 3 1 4
26% -50% 5 3 5 10 5
51%-75% 15 21 15 10 13
76% -99% 30 36 26 28 27
100% 48 39 51 52 51
Q: If the agent did not allow a change in place of examination, what were the reasons for the denial? (1)
Convenience of the agent 38 42 39 33 36
District policy 30 37 21 20 34
Group Manager/Brahch Chief 
policy
25 27 27 28 19
Agent’s policy 25 21 27 30 24
Other reasons 10 8 7 13 14
(1) Respondents were asked to check all that apply.
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TABLE 39
VARIATIONS IN ELECTRONIC FILING 
(Percentage Distributions)
IRS REGION
All Northeast
Resp. Region
Midstates 
Region
Southeast 
Region
Western 
Region
Q: Have you ever filed electronic returns with the IRS?
Yes 22 23 26 19 21
No 78 77 74 81 79
Q: How many electronic returns did you file with the IRS during the 1995 filing season? ®
None 18 13 17 29 17
1 to 50 66 76 56 52 76
51 to 150 9 7 15 10 5
151 to 500 6 4 10 7 2
More than 500 1 ♦ 2 3 *
Median # of Returns 24 24 29 20 21
Q: Do you plan to participate in electronic filing in the 1996 filing season?(1)
Yes 72 84 69 61 71
No 28 16 31 39 29
Q: Did you file any electronic returns with the IRS in any of the following preceding filing seasons? (1)(2)
1990: Yes 21 18 22 27 17
No 79 82 78 73 83
1991: Yes 33 39 36 38 19
No 67 61 64 63 81
1992: Yes 54 53 62 62 43
No 46 48 38 39 57
1993: Yes 74 72 73 76 77
No 26 28 28 24 23
1994: Yes 75 77 87 52 80
No 25 23 13 48 21
(1) Respondents who have ever filed electronic returns.
(2) Bases are too small within regions to make median calculations meaningful.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
1211 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036-8775 
(212) 596-6200
Fax (212) 596-6213
July 14, 1995
Dear Tax Practitioner:
The AICPA is undertaking a survey of tax practitioners to obtain up-to-date information on their 
practical experience with the Internal Revenue Service. This survey provides a unique opportunity for 
you to help us develop administrative and legislative recommendations to improve the federal tax 
process for all.
Answers to the questions should be based on your own personal tax practice experience. It is 
not expected that you undertake extensive research of your records. However, estimates should be 
as accurate as possible and based on your personal knowledge.
Please note that the survey is entirely confidential. We are not asking you to sign your name, 
and in no way will your name be associated with your responses. The data gathered will be used only 
in summary form.
The questionnaire is being sent to a small, carefully selected sample of AICPA members and, therefore, 
each and every response is important.
Please return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed postage-paid envelope by July 28, 1995. 
Your timely response is crucial to the success of this important effort.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Gerald W. Padwe
Vice President—Tax Division
SURVEY OF PRACTITIONER ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE IRS
I. Demographics
1. Identify the state in which you predominately practice________________________________
2. How many years have you been a CPA?
1 □ Under 1 year 3 □3 but under 6 years 5 □ 11 but under 21 years
2 □ but under 3 years 4 □6 but under 11 years 6 □ 21 years or more
3. Which of the following most closely describes your primary area of employment? (Check one)
1 □ Public Accounting-Sole Practitioner 5 □ Education
2 □ Public Accounting-Partner/Shareholder 6 □ Government
3 □ Public Accounting-Staff 7 □ Other______________________
4 □ Industry (specify)
(If not employed in public accounting, skip to question 6.)
4. Which of the following most closely describes your firm?
1 □ Local Firm 3 □ National Firm
2 □ Regional Firm 4 □ Other______________________
(specify)
5. What is the total number of AICPA members (including partners) in your entire firm? (Include yourself)
1 □ 1 AICPA member 3 □ 11-100 AICPA members
2 □ 2-10 AICPA members 4 □Over 100 AICPA members
6. Are you a member of the AICPA Tax Division? 1  □Yes 2 □No
7. Have you ever been an employee of the IRS? 1 □Yes 2 □ No
8. Over the past three years, what percentage of your work time has been devoted to federal tax matters (i.e. tax
return preparation, tax planning, representation before the IRS, etc.)?___________%
9. Over the past three years, approximately how many of each of the following situations have you directly handled or 
supervised?
Number of
Type of Situation______ Situations
Correspondence Audits __________
Office Audits __________
Field Audits __________
Large Case Audits __________
Offers-in-Compromise __________
Installment Agreements __________
Other Collection Matters __________
Problems Resolution __________
Appellate Level __________
“Nonfiler” Returns __________
II. General Attitudes Toward the IRS
10. How would you describe your general attitude towards the IRS currently and three years ago?
Very 
Favorable
Moderately 
Favorable
Moderately 
Unfavorable
Very 
Unfavorable
Don't Know/ 
No Opinion
Current Attitude 3□ 4 □ 5 □
Attitude 3 years ago 2□ 3□ 4 □ 5□
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11. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements regarding the IRS organization 
as a whole.
Strongly 
Agree
Moderately
Agree
Moderately
Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
Don’t Know/
No Opinion
My understanding of the IRS is adequate
The IRS is responsive to my needs
The ability of the IRS to resolve 
problems is adequate
IRS communication efforts are adequate
IRS employees are adequately trained
IRS employees are reasonable/fair
The overall ability of IRS employees is 
adequate
It is difficult to communicate with the IRS
There are often delays in responses from 
the IRS
The IRS is unreasonably bent on collection
The IRS assumes taxpayers are guilty
IRS staff have no authority to resolve 
problems
IRS employees are consistently courteous
The IRS conducts business in the best 
interests of people within the limits of 
the tax law
The IRS keeps clients’ tax return 
information confidential
The IRS maintains the highest standards 
of integrity
IRS employees are often rude
The IRS provides good customer service
III. Communications with the IRS
12. Please indicate below whether or not you have ever called IRS service centers, IRS district offices, or an IRS Problem 
Resolution office for assistance on tax matters, and if so, your rating of the assistance provided.
Have you ever 
called.. .for 
assistance on 
tax matters?
If yes, how would you rate 
the assistance provided?
Yes No Excellent Good
No
Fair Poor Opinion
a. IRS Service Centers
b. IRS District Offices
c. IRS Problem Resolution Office
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13. Please indicate below whether you are aware of the IRS’s general and practitioner toll-free lines, and if so, the number 
of times in an average month during tax season that you call each for procedural matters such as refund inquiries, 
erroneous billings, etc., and for interpretation of tax laws and regulations:
If You Have Used the Service:
In an average month during tax 
season, how many times do you 
use each toll-free line for...
a. IRS general toll-free line
b. IRS practitioner toll-free line
Unaware 
of Service
□
□
Aware, 
But Have 
Not Used
Service
procedural matters 
such as refund 
inquiries, erroneous 
billings, etc.?
interpretation
□
□
(If you have never used either the IRS general toll-free line or the IRS practitioner toll-free line, please skip to question 15, 
otherwise, go on to question 14.)
14. Please rate the IRS general toll-free line and the IRS practitioner toll-free line on each of the following:
IRS General Toll-free Line________  ______ IRS Practitioner Toll-free Line
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Don't Know/ 
No Opinion Excellent Good Fair Poor
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Ease of getting through 
to someone
Ease of finding the 
right person to talk to
Timeliness of response 
to questions
Accuracy of technical 
information given
Accuracy of general 
information given
Cooperation of 
personnel
Ability of personnel 
to understand 
the problem
Accounting skills 
of personnel
Personnel’s under-
standing of the Law
Consistency in response 
from one IRS employee 
to another
Willingness to act in the 
taxpayer’s best interest
Overall rating of 
toll-free line
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15. How often do the current computer generated notices sufficiently explain the basis of the adjustment of tax, penalties, 
or interest?
1 □ Always 3 □ Occasionally 5 □ Don’t Know/
2 □ Usually 4 □ Never Opinion
16. If computer generated notices are deficient, what information is missing? (Check all that apply)
1 □A precise explanation of the issue 4 □ Taxpayer identifying information
2 □ A precise explanation of the penalties 5 □ Other________________________________________
3 □ A precise calculation of interest ________________________________________
(specify)
17a. Please check below the statement that, on balance, best describes the computer generated notices your clients receive 
from the IRS. (Check one)
1 □ The notice typically raises a completely valid issue. 
2 □ The notice typically raises a partially valid issue.
3 □ The notice typically raises a completely invalid issue.
4 □ Don’t Know/No opinion.
b. What are the five most common issues raised on valid computer generated notices?
1 ______________________________________________ 4. ___________________________________________
2 _____________________________________ 5. ____________ ___________________________________________
3 ______________________________________________
c. What are the five most common issues raised on invalid computer generated notices?
1.________ ______________________________________ 4_______________________________________________
2______________________________________________ 5_________________________________ :________________
3.______________________________________________
18. After receiving your response to a computer generated notice, how often does the IRS resolve the issue in a timely fashion?
1 □ Always 3 □ Occasionally 5 □ Don’t Know/
2 □ Usually 4 □ Never No Opinion
19a. To approximately what percentage of your correspondence does the IRS respond?_________ %
b. Of that correspondence that is responded to, what is the approximate average number of days from the date of your 
correspondence to the date you receive a substantive response from the IRS?_______days
20. How often does the Internal Revenue Service send—in a timely fashion—notices and written communications to the 
taxpayer’s representative when there is a Power of Attorney (Form 2848) on file?
1 □ Always 3 □ Occasionally 5 □ Don’t Know/
2 □ Usually 4 □ Never No Opinion
IV. Audits
Listed below are several questions about IRS audits. Based on your experience, please respond to the questions for each of 
the three types of audits listed — office, field, and large case audits.
21. The Internal Revenue Manual requires the IRS to complete its audits with efficiency and competence.
a. How often are IRS audit personnel assigned to audits which are within their level of competence?
Don’t Know/ 
No OpinionUsually OccasionallyAlways Never
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
4
Don’t Know/
c. Once an examination is complete, how often do IRS internal review procedures — prior to issuance of a “Report of 
Examination Changes” — appear efficient in resolving differences concerning the validity of issues?
Always Usually Occasionally Never No Opinion
How often are audits efficiently completed?
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
22a. If the IRS examiner is not concluding the examination in a competent or efficient manner, how often are you able to 
speak with or otherwise contact the examiner’s supervisor?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
b. When you have had contact with the examiner’s supervisor, how often does he/she act in an appropriate manner?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
23. How often are “Reports of Examination Changes” sufficiently detailed — containing adequate authoritative reference to 
the Code, regulations, etc. — to allow the taxpayer (or taxpayer’s representative) to evaluate the appropriateness of the 
adjustments)?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
24. The Mission Statement of the Internal Revenue Service states, in part, that the IRS is to “collect the proper amount of 
tax...” with “the highest degree of public confidence in our [IRS].. .fairness"
ax How often does the IRS propose adjustments of tax favorable to the taxpayer when the auditor has discovered factors 
unknown to the taxpayer?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
b. How often do your clients have confidence in the fairness of the IRS?
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
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25. The Mission Statement of the IRS states that the IRS will “advise the public of their rights and responsibilities.” How often 
do tax auditors advise taxpayers of their rights?
Always Usually Occasionally Never
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Office Audits
Field Audits
Large Case Audits
26. Based on your experience, please rate IRS audit personnel — office, field, and large case audit personnel — on each 
of the following points. (Use the scale below to fill-in the appropriate numbers in each column.)
1 = Excellent 4 = Poor
2 = Good 5 = Don’t Know/
3 = Fair No Opinion
Office Audit Field Audit Large Case Audit 
Personnel Personnel Personnel
Courtesy __ __ __
Ease of contacting __ __ __
Experience __ __ __
Accounting skills __ __ __
Reasonableness of requests for documentation __ __ __
Efforts to facilitate a fair resolution of the case __ __ __
Appropriateness of taxpayer penalty assertions __ __ __
Appropriateness of preparer penalty assertions __ __ __
Efforts to expedite the closing of the case __ __ __
Understanding of the issues __ __ __
Understanding of the law __ __ __
Consistency in approach __ __ __
Impartiality __ __ __
Thoroughness __ __ __
Understanding the mission of the examination division __ __ __
Ability to manage adversary aspect of practitioner relationships __ __ __
Overall competence __ __ __
Overall professionalism __ __ __
V. Collections
Listed below are several questions about IRS collection activities. Based on your experience, please respond to the following 
questions for both types of collection personnel listed — automated collection system personnel (ACS; Correspondence/ 
Telephone) and field revenue officers.
27. Approximately what percentage of your cases with the IRS Collection Division are handled effectively?
____ % of the cases handled by automated collection system personnel are handled effectively.
____ % of the cases handled by field revenue officers are handled effectively.
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28a. Approximately what percentage of the contacts you receive from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are valid?
____ % of the contacts received from automated collection system personnel involve issues that are valid.
____ °/o of the contacts received from field revenue officers involve issues that are valid.
b. In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are not valid, would you say that IRS 
collection personnel are typically effective or ineffective in helping you to resolve the issues?
Very 
Effective
Moderately 
Effective
Moderately 
Ineffective
Very 
Ineffective
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Automated Collection System Personnel
Field Revenue Officers
c. Please indicate below in column A the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field reve­
nue officers (FRO) were effective in helping you to resolve the issues by checking the applicable boxes. Indicate in 
column B the reasons you think they were ineffective. (Check all that apply)
_____________ Column A_______________
ACS FRO______________ Effective________________
1 □ 9 □ Willing to help/cooperative
2 □ 10 □ Knowledgeable/capable/experienced
3 □ 11 □ Reasonable/fair/flexible
4 □ 12 □ Polite
5 □ 13 □ Not threatening
6 □ 14 □ Not forceful
7 □ 15 □ Previous experience with the IRS employee(s)
8 □ 16□ Other__________________________________
_____________ Column B________________
ACS FRO_____________ Ineffective_______________
1 □ 9 □ Unwilling to help/uncooperative
2 □ 10 □ Unknowledgeable/incapable/inexperienced 
3 □ 11 □ Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible
4 □ 12 □ Impolite
5 □ □ Threatening
6 □  14 □ Forceful
7 □ 15 □ No previous experience with the IRS employee(
s)8 □ 16 □ Other___________________________________
(specify) (specify)
29a. In those situations where contacts from the IRS Collection Division involve issues that are valid, would you say that IRS 
collection personnel are typically effective or ineffective in concluding the process?
Very 
Effective
Moderately 
Effective
Moderately 
Ineffective
Very 
Ineffective
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Automated Collection System Personnel
Field Revenue Officers
b. Please indicate below in column A the reasons you think automated collection system personnel (ACS) and field 
revenue officers (FRO) were effective in concluding the process by checking the applicable boxes. Indicate in 
column B the reasons you think they were ineffective. (Check all that apply)
_____________ Column A___________ _
ACS FRO______________ Effective________________
1 □ 9 □ Willing to help/cooperative
2 □ 10 □ Knowledgeable/capable/experienced
3 □ 11 □ Reasonable/fair/flexible
4 □ 12 □ Polite
5 □ 13 □ Not threatening
6 □ 14 □ Not forceful
7 □ 15 □ Previous experience with the IRS employee®
8 □ 16□ Other________ ;__________________________
(specify)
_____________ Column B ____________
ACS FRO_____________ Ineffective*_______________
1 □ 9 □ Unwilling to help/uncooperative
2  10□ Unknowledgeable/incapable/inexperienced
3 □ 11 □ Unreasonable/unfair/inflexible
4 □ 12 □ Impolite
5 □ 13 □ Threatening
6  14 □ Forceful
7 □ 15 □ No previous experience with the IRS employee® 
8 □ 16 □ Other_______________________________ _
(specify)
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30. How often would you say that IRS collection personnel are consistent in applying installment payment agreements
to similar taxpayers’ situations? Don't Know/
Always Usually Occasionally Never No Opinion 
Automated Collection System Personnel 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
Field Revenue Officers 1 □ 2 □ 3 □ 4 □ 5 □
31. Based on your experience, please rate IRS collection personnel — Automated Collection System (ACS) Personnel and 
Field Revenue Officers — on each of the following points.
ACS Personnel____________ ________ Field Revenue Officers
Excellent Good Fair Poor
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion Excellent Good Fair Poor
Don’t Know/ 
No Opinion
Courtesy
Ease of contacting
Experience
Accounting skills
Reasonableness 
of requests for 
documentation
Efforts to facilitate a fair
resolution of the case
Efforts to expedite 
the closing of the case
Understanding 
of the issues
Understanding of the law
Consistency in approach
Impartiality
Thoroughness
Understanding 
the mission of the 
collection division
Ability to manage 
adversary aspect of 
practitioner relationships
Overall professionalism
Overall competence
VI. Appeals
32a. Have you ever attempted to by-pass the appeals level? 1 □Yes 2 □ No
b. If yes, please indicate the reasons below. (Check all that apply)
1 □ To save time
2 □ Didn’t agree with the IRS/IRS position was wrong
3 □ Disagreed with interpretation of tax law
4 □ Irreconcilable differences
5 □ Concerned about unraised issues
6 □ Other_________ ;_________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
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Don’t Know/
33. Based on your experience, please rate appeals officers on the following points.
VII. Interviewing Represented Taxpayers
Excellent Good Fair Poor No Opinion
Courtesy
Ease of contacting
Experience
Accounting skills
Reasonableness of requests for documentation
Efforts to facilitate a fair resolution of the case
Efforts to expedite the closing of the case
Understanding of the issues
Understanding of the law
Ability to avoid raising new issues
Consistency in approach
Impartiality
Thoroughness
Understanding the mission of the appeals officer
Ability to manage adversary aspect of practitioner relationships
Overall competence
Overall professionalism
The Taxpayer Bill of Rights, passed November 10, 1988, added IRC section 7521 which provides that, generally, revenue 
agents cannot insist on interviewing taxpayers who are represented by practitioners holding a valid power of attorney.
34a. In your experience, have agents still insisted on interviewing taxpayers whom you represented?
1 □ Yes 2 □ No (Skip to question 35a) 3 □ Not Sure (Skip to question 35a)
b. If yes, why did the agent insist on the interview? (Check all that apply)
1 □ District policy or interpretation of the statute
2 □ Group Manager or Branch Chief policy or interpretation of the statute
3 □ Agents’ policy or interpretation of the statute
4  □ The taxpayer was the most appropriate person to interview under the circumstances
5 □ Representative is responsible for unreasonable delay or hinderance
6 □ Other__________________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
35a. Has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject the taxpayer to adverse consequences? 
1□ Yes 2 □ No 3 □ Not sure
b. If yes, what consequences? (Check all that apply)
1 □Penalties
2 □ Denial of deduction
3 □ More stringent request for documentation
4 □ Refusal to conduct examination in representative's office
5 □ Other__________________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
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36a. Has an agent ever implied that refusal to be interviewed might subject you to adverse consequences? 
1 □ Yes 2 □ No □ Not sure
b. If yes, what consequences? (Check all that apply)
1 □ Preparer penalties
2 □ Referral to Director of Practice
3 □ Other__________________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
VIII. Place of Examination
37a. Have you ever asked an agent to conduct the taxpayer examination at a place other than the taxpayer’s residence or 
place of business?
□Yes □ No (Skip to question 38a)
b. If yes, in approximately what percentage of the cases did the agent agree with your request?
□ Less than 25% □ 51% to 75% □ 100% (Skip to question 38a)
□26% to 50% □76% to 99%
c. If the agent did not allow a change in the place of examination, what were the reasons for the denial? (Check all that apply)
□District policy 
□Group Manager/Branch Chief policy 
□Agents’ policy 
□Convenience of the Agent 
□Other___________________________________________________________________________________________
(specify)
IX. Electronic Filing
38a. Have you ever filed electronic returns with the IRS?
□Yes (Skip to question 39a) □ No [Complete question b) below, then skip to question 41]
b. If no, why not?
39a. How many electronic returns did you file with the IRS during the 1995 filing season (1994 returns)?
□ None □51-150 □ More than 500
□ 1-50 □ 151-500
b. Do you plan to participate in electronic filing in 1996 filing season?
□Yes (Skip to question 40a) □ No
c. If no, why not?
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40a. Did you file any electronic returns with the IRS in any of the following preceding filing seasons?
Filing 
Season Yes No
If yes, approximate 
Number of Returns
1990 □ □
1991 □ □
1992 □ □
1993 □ □
1994 □ □
b. If you participated in electronic filing in preceding years and stopped, what are your reasons for doing so?
41. What changes or suggestions would you recommend to the IRS to increase participation in electronic filing among practitioners?
X. Other Information
42. Please provide any other comments you have regarding your attitudes and opinions on the IRS not covered on the 
above questions.
THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
Please return your completed questionnaire in the postage-paid envelope provided or send to: 
AICPA
Survey of Practitioner Attitudes Towards the IRS
1211 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036-8775
July 1995
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[AICPA]
The CPA. Never Underestimate The Value.
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 
Harborside Financial Center
201 Plaza Three, Jersey City, NJ 07311-3881
